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Abstract 
 
This dissertation implements research in relation to public attitudes towards sex crime and sex offender 
reintegration with the objective of outlining a publically perceived scale of sexual deviance and exploring how 
this impacts on reintegrative measures. In addition, it investigates public knowledge of existing legislation and 
prevalence of sex crime. A web-based approach and electronic data collection method are used, whereby 84 
participants are sampled from an Irish discussion forum-based website (www.boards.ie). An online survey in the 
form of a self-completion questionnaire explores their attitudes in relation to various scenarios of sex crime and 
various types of sex offenders. Willingness to apply the label of “sex offender”, levels of punitiveness and 
responses to reintegrative measures and policies are each explored.  Findings suggest that the public indeed 
perceive sexual deviance to be on a scale of severity and the least reintegrative responses are shown towards 
those seen as most deviant.  Support for the rehabilitative ideal has also been found to be strong. As such, this 
study has significant implications for policy, practice and future research.  
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Chapter 1 
Introduction 
“Free to rape: Evil beast still walking streets despite being convicted of FOURTH 
sickening sex crime” (The Sunday World, 14th August 2011).  
 
1.1 Definition of “Sex Offender” 
 The preceding quotation is characteristic of the sensationalised portrayal of sex crime 
in the media which, as will be discussed, tends to be the public’s main source of information 
on sex crime, often skewing perceptions of defined terms. The terms “sexual offence” and 
“sex offender” are broad and sweeping. In essence, a sex offender is someone who has been 
convicted of a sexual offence and, in the Republic of Ireland, such offences are defined by the 
Sex Offenders Act 2001 and the Criminal Law (Sexual Offences) Act 2006. These two pieces 
of legislation define a wide range of sexual offences such as rape, sexual assault, incest, 
defilement of a child under 15 years of age, defilement of a child under 17 years of age, child 
trafficking, possession or production of child pornography, indecent exposure and attempting 
or aiding to commit any of these offences. Such legislation will be discussed in more depth 
throughout the literature review chapter, however, for the purpose of this dissertation, it is 
important that the definitions derived from these acts are highlighted and applied. 
1.2 Research Focus 
As will be discussed in the next chapter, sexual offending in Ireland appears to have 
decreased in the past two years. Literature will also show that recidivism rates amongst such 
offenders are low. 
 The following study explores to what degree the public are likely to apply the sex 
offender label in various scenarios. It identifies the punishments deemed most suitable by the 
public in relation to offenders and has aimed to map out an inferred, publically perceived 
scale of sexual deviance. Additionally, it gives insight into the Irish public’s attitudes with 
regard to reintegration of sex offenders. It explores public knowledge of legislation in relation 
to sexual offending, as well as understanding opinions regarding the prevalence of sex crime. 
Its primary objective is to construct an informed view of public opinion on whether there 
truly are varying degrees of sex crime and to understand to what extent this impacts on 
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reintegration. In this way, it is hoped that future research and policy may be guided by what 
is found.  
While a significant issue and touched on within chapter two, this research does not 
explore the connection between the media and public attitudes. It does not delve deeply into 
demographic differences in relation to responses. Instead, it gives a general overview of the 
Irish public’s knowledge and attitudes in relation to sex crime and sex offender reintegration, 
providing a foundation on which to base more specifically focused studies.  
1.3 Rationale 
As will be demonstrated, this is a time of significant discussion and action in relation 
to sex offenders, the law and reintegrative measures. As such, the topic in question is 
surprisingly under-researched in an Irish context. However, this would also appear to be a 
common theme internationally, as will be shown.  
Hogg and Vaughan (1995) explain that a person’s attitude is what guides their actions 
and influences behaviour. In this sense, attitudes are to be taken extremely seriously. It is 
argued that public attitudes on the issue in question need to be explored in Ireland, not just 
because it is an under-researched domain, but because it undeniably impacts on legislation 
and is instrumental in understanding the social climate of any society. Eventually sex 
offenders return to said communities and how they are treated, whether they are socially 
included or not, will not just shape their lives and determine the extremity of their 
punishment, it will also shape the lives of those communities and determine the level of risk 
they may unknowingly inflict on themselves. Literature outlining such implications (Winick, 
1998; Edwards and Hensley, 2001; Hanson and Harris, 1998, 2001; Capron and McCaghy, 
1994; Freeman-Longo, 1996) will be explored within the next chapter. It is, however, 
important to say that time is of the essence. As always, in the case of policy, it is necessary 
that the gap between what works and what is perceived to work is bridged and it is only by 
gaining as much insight into public attitudes as possible that such a reconciliation can be 
achieved.  
1.4 Research Questions  
 The main questions asked in this study are: which sex crimes do the public perceive to 
be the most serious/deviant? Which crimes do they perceive to be least serious/deviant? 
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Additionally, which offenders are people comfortable to share their neighbourhood with?  Do 
they believe sex offenders should be eligible for employment once back in the community? 
Finally, what knowledge do the Irish public have of the prevalence of sex crime and the 
legislative measures used to address it? 
1.5 Methodology Overview 
 This study was based on the attitudes of the Irish public. As such, it required all 
participants to be Irish citizens or be resident in Ireland. There were 84 participants in total. 
The research was web-based, taking the form of an online survey, using a self-completion 
questionnaire. While grounded in a quantitative methodology, some aspects of the 
questionnaire allowed for qualitative answers.  
1.6 Theoretical Framework: Labelling, Stigma and Moral Panic  
 Such concepts as labelling, stigma and moral panic provide useful insight into 
society’s views and reactions towards sex offenders and, indeed, all offenders. Discussing 
such concepts ensures a richer contextualisation of the research. 
Labelling is a broad theory incorporating many ideas, only some of which are relevant 
to this study. It addresses why the criminal label is applied to certain people or acts and how 
this impacts on behaviour and self-image (Bernard, Snipes and Vold, 2002; Newburn, 2007). 
While labelling theory tends to focus on the meaning of this label to the offender and its 
effect on offending behaviour, this study draws on the meaning of criminal labels to society. 
It explores how the public construct the “deviant” label and how they categorise deviant acts. 
In turn, it looks at how they then react to those branded with such labels.  
Becker (1963) explains that every society develops its own rules and those who do not 
abide by them are seen as “outsiders”. He suggests the irony in the fact that deviants are seen 
as a homogenous group when it is society that makes the rules which define deviance. 
Interestingly, these rules are constantly changing so what is legal today may not be in ten 
years. While it is perhaps true to say that, what is now referred to as sexual offending, has 
been going on since the beginning of time, changing legislation has meant that it has not 
always been recognised as such. For example, until the enactment of the Criminal Law 
(Rape) Amendment Act 1990, there was a narrow definition of rape. With the introduction of 
such legislation, marital rape became an offence, as did rape with the use of implements.  
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  It is clear from the fact that different crimes carry different sentences that society 
perceives deviance to be on a scale. This study suggests that, within the realm of sexual 
offending, there is a scale of its own and certain sex crimes are seen to be more deviant than 
others.  
As someone with outsider status, the burden of stigma is heavy.  Becker, as cited in 
Bernard et al. (2002), explains that once labelled as an outsider, one’s criminal status takes 
precedence over all other definitions, leading to lasting stigmatisation. It has been suggested 
by Spencer (2009) that sex offenders are considered to be the lowest of the low, outcasts to 
even the outsiders themselves. He uses the term “homo sacer” to describe them, explaining 
that this means that they are outside the walls of citizenship. Such a theory is supported by 
literature on the hierarchy of prisoner populations which confirms that sex offenders are at 
the bottom of the pecking order, along with informers (Genders and Player, 1989; Akerstrom, 
1986; Vaughn and Sapp, 1989; Clemmer, 1958).  
Since the above literature and aforementioned sentencing practices seem to suggest 
that offenders are not a homogenous group and nor are they seen to be such in the eyes of the 
law, it is conceivable that sex offenders are not a homogenous group either. It will be argued 
throughout the next chapter that, while the term “sex offender” is applied on a general level, 
the public will distinguish varying degrees of deviance within sex crime. 
It has been posited that language can fuel social problems (Keenan, 2012; Berger and 
Luckmann, 1971). The next chapter will give a more comprehensive description of attitudes 
towards sex offenders in an Irish context, however, it could be argued that public anger 
surrounding child sexual abuse in recent years has been perpetuated by the media. This has 
led to hyper-attentive and sensationalised media coverage of all sex crime, which has resulted 
in the branding of sex offenders in general as “monsters”. Such a phenomenon has been 
referred to as “moral panic” (Cohen, 2002; Ben-Yehuda and Goode, 1994) and those 
regarded with such infamy as “folk devils” (Cohen, 2002). Cohen (2002, p.1) describes moral 
panic as when  
“a condition, episode, person or group of persons emerges to become defined as a threat to societal 
values and interests; its nature is presented in a stylised and stereotypical fashion by the mass media; 
the moral barricades are manned by editors, bishops, politicians and other right-thinking people; 
socially accredited experts pronounce their diagnosis and solutions; ways of coping are evolved or 
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(more often) resorted to; the condition the disappears, submerges or deteriorates and becomes more 
visible”.  
When the media and State blow such a situation out of proportion, it is termed “deviance 
amplification” (Wilkins, as cited in Beirne and Messerschmidt, 1995). While the seriousness 
of sexual offending must be given weight and the influence of the media is a topic which this 
study does not have the scope to explore, it is nevertheless true to say that the attention given 
to sex crime by the media and the language used has certainly played a part in influencing 
public attitudes towards crime and punishment. In fact, research has shown that the media is 
the public’s main source of knowledge about sex crime (Centre for Sex Offender 
Management, 2010; Brown, Deakin and Spencer, 2005). Kitzinger (1999) highlights how the 
media focuses on paedophiles and stereotypically portrays them as dangerous strangers, 
ignoring the fact that the majority are known to their victims. She argues that other sexual 
offences, such as those against adults are often ignored. Arguably, this has resulted in the 
public using the terms “sex offender” and “paedophile” interchangeably, without considering 
the difference in meaning, perceiving them as a homogeneous group of “others”. This study 
aims to deconstruct public attitudes in this regard and critically assess what Irish society 
believes about sex crime and how it should be addressed.  
1.7 Structure of Dissertation 
The chapter which follows will delve into existing literature on public attitudes 
towards sex offenders at both a national and international level, describing how, while 
undefined, a scale of publically perceived sexual deviance may well exist. The methodology 
chapter will then describe the design of the current study and the methods employed. 
Findings will then be presented prior to being discussed in the context of the literature. A 
concluding chapter will follow.  
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Chapter 2 
Literature Review 
2.1 Introduction 
This chapter will start by discussing public attitudes towards sex crime and sex 
offenders in an Irish context before moving on to look at international literature. It is hoped 
that by the end of this chapter, there will be a valid argument for conducting research which 
explores whether or not the public perceive certain sexual offences to be more unacceptable 
than others and the impact of such opinions on their attitudes towards reintegration.  
2.2 The Case of Ireland 
 As will become clear throughout this section, there is a deficit of empirical knowledge 
in relation to public attitudes towards sex crime and sex offender reintegration in an Irish 
context. This section will focus on facts about sexual offending in Ireland and give an outline 
of the current legislation and approaches to the management and treatment of such offenders. 
It will also put the topic into its historical context. It is hoped that this will give some insight 
into the climate of attitudes which exists in this regard.  
2.2.1 Historical context 
In Ireland, the power of the Catholic Church was such that it had influence over every 
aspect of life for many years. As a result, sex was off the agenda as a topic for discussion and 
great secrecy and shame surrounded its nature. The fact that child sexual abuse was so 
prevalent did not appear to become clear until the 1990s. McAvoy (2011) highlights the 
Kilkenny Incest case in 1993 as one which heightened public awareness in this regard and 
Curry (2003) refers to the airing of “States of Fear” on RTE in 1999 as calling to public 
attention the treatment of those in care during the preceding decades. Due to significant 
public outrage at the State and the Catholic Church, the Ryan Report was conducted and 
published in 2009, giving a comprehensive account of the extent of abuse within State care 
facilities over several decades. It could be argued that the fear and shock caused by such a 
scandal was immense and suddenly the whole country was talking about sex crime and, in 
particular, child sexual abuse. O’Connell (1999) found that the media gives disproportionate 
coverage to serious crimes or crimes with vulnerable victims and this can distort public 
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opinion. This situation was surely grave but it attracted so much media attention that the 
aforementioned “folk devil” was created in the form of all sex offenders, as the term became 
synonymous with child abuse and violence. Arguably, this was a wave of moral panic which 
affected both public perceptions and attitudes towards sex offenders, putting pressure on the 
government to protect a terrified nation.  
2.2.2 The Prevalence of Sexual Offending in Ireland 
Before looking at current sex offender legislation, it is firstly important to clarify 
certain facts. According to CSO (2012) figures, there were 2,052 recorded sexual offences in 
2011, a 13% drop from 2010. Next to homicide and kidnapping, this category has the lowest 
recorded figures. Caution always accompanies such statistics though and CSO (2012) warns 
that sexual offences, in particular, may not be reported for many years after they have taken 
place, affecting recorded rates. Baumer, Hughes and O’Donnell (2008) found that, in the 
short-term, sex offenders have some of the lowest recidivism rates. They found this to be in 
keeping with figures from the UK (Friendship and Thornton, 2001). Their study can be 
criticised for the fact that it is based only on reimprisonment rates, although they do provide a 
caveat for this, cautioning that sexual offending is notoriously under-reported, a sad fact 
supported by the SAVI report (2002). Another potential argument could be that post release 
recidivism is actually decreasing amongst this group due to effective legislation. 
2.2.3 Legislation 
One of the main features of the Sex Offenders Act (2001) is the introduction of a 
notification system, unofficially referred to as the sex offenders register. Those subject to the 
act must sign onto this register, alerting the Gardaí of any change of name or address or any 
period of longer than seven days which they spend away from this address. The registration 
period relates to the length of their sentence and can be indefinite if their custodial sentence 
exceeds two years. Further to this, courts can impose post-release supervision orders, which 
require that offenders be supervised by the probation service after their release. The period of 
supervision must not be any longer than the maximum imprisonment term which could be 
attached to the offence.  Finally, the act allows the court to grant sex offender orders which 
can prohibit offenders from doing certain things which are perceived to endanger the public. 
An act such as this allows for the close monitoring of sex offenders and may play a part in 
low recidivism levels. 
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In addition to this legislation, many employers request that their staff be vetted by 
Gardaí before being allowed to commence work. This is especially in the case of work with 
vulnerable people. Nestor (2009) explains that this procedure currently only exposes criminal 
convictions, known as “hard information”, but Shannon (2010) draws attention to the 
National Vetting Bureau Bill 2010 which, when enacted, will allow for the use of “soft 
information”, including charges or allegations of which someone has been acquitted. Such 
legislation could extend offender stigma to the innocent and destroy both the good name and 
livelihood of those it encroaches upon. It could be seen to be an unduly punitive move, 
particularly in the case of sexual offence allegations.  
Mention must also be made of the gender bias within the Criminal Law (Sexual 
Offences) Act 2006 in relation to defilement of a child under 17 years of age. If two children 
under 17 have sexual intercourse, this law asserts that only the male is guilty of a criminal 
offence. This shows greater punitiveness towards males in this domain and may perhaps 
convey a clue to the influence of gender when measuring sexual deviance. 
2.2.4 Policy Response Verses Public Response 
The Department of Justice (2009) estimates that, at any time, about 300 convicted sex 
offenders are in custody. Additionally, it is stated that over 1000 are subject to notification 
requirements and about 130 subject to post-release supervision, with 100 such offenders 
being released each year. Certain language used by the Department of Justice (2009, p.5) 
implicitly suggests that sexual deviance is based on a scale. It notes that “not all people 
convicted of a sex offence pose a high risk of re-offending”.  
While it has been acknowledged that the Sex Offenders Act is arguably effective, its 
measures almost certainly lead to labelling and stigmatisation. This begs the question, how 
does such an effect impact on public attitudes and reintegration? The answer is hard to gauge 
because research in this area is limited. One way to understand such an issue might be to look 
at studies of public punitiveness. Unfortunately, these are few and far between in Ireland. The 
IPRT (2007) conducted a study that looked at attitudes towards prison, which found support 
for rehabilitation and alternatives to imprisonment but it did not include sexual offences, 
which may attract different responses. Certain policy and community responses may shed 
some light on such matters. For example, in their reintegration report, the National Social and 
Economic Forum (2002) recognised sex offenders to be a group with specific needs, separate 
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to other offenders and the Department of Justice (2009) emphasised the need for community 
support and affordable housing for convicted sex offenders. It stated that failure in this regard 
could force offenders underground, with detrimental results for public safety. As can been 
seen from the summary of views received on the discussion document on the management of 
sex offenders (2009), concern surrounding public safety appears of utmost importance and 
this seems to be echoed by realistic professional views that effective reintegration is key. This 
document shows that there have also been calls for COSA (Circles of Support and 
Accountability) to be implemented. This is a project which asks community volunteers and 
professionals to act as a support network for offenders, holding them accountable for their 
actions (Extern, 2012). However, while such a document reflects the opinions of 
organisations and knowledgeable professionals, such opinions may not extend to the wider 
public. 
In keeping with these suggestions, the SORAM (Sex Offender Risk Assessment and 
Management) project, a joint effort between the Gardaí and the probation service to manage 
offenders within the community, was established in 2010 (COSC, 2012) and a feasibility 
report for the implementation of COSA was conducted (Clarke, 2011). However, in 2010, 
Wicklow Housing Authority passed a motion to remove sex offenders and anyone who 
associates with them from their housing list (Irish Times, Tuesday, 6
th
 July 2010). This 
signified a decided move against the reintegration of such offenders and a denial of social 
capital by stigmatising anyone who dared provide them with support. Sex offenders were 
identified as being particularly at risk of homelessness by the Department of Environment, 
Heritage and Local Government (2008) in their strategy to address homelessness and a multi-
agency group to address this issue was subsequently established.  
Apart from this, little is known about how the public view sex offenders, although it 
does appear that there is a general outcry when a high-profile offender is released into the 
community and on-going debate about sentencing practices (O’Malley, 2009). One example 
of this is convicted rapist Larry Murphy, whose release generated extreme panic and even led 
to a Facebook page dedicated to tracking him. Unfortunately, public response seems to be 
most tangible in the worst case scenarios with little understanding of how less prominent sex 
crime might be viewed, such as statutory rape or non-contact offences. However, it is posited 
that the aforementioned offences will be seen as minor compared with contact offences 
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against young children, which will almost certainly be seen as the most unacceptable sexual 
offence, with low levels of comfort surrounding offender reintegration.  
2.3 Public Attitudes Worldwide 
While virtually no research has been conducted on public attitudes towards sex crime 
and sex offender reintegration in an Irish context, a very limited amount has been carried out 
elsewhere. Most originates in the USA and UK. Many studies focus on risk management and 
recidivism, with others looking at the impact of policy on reintegration. It is difficult to draw 
comparisons in this regard as legislation and policy differ greatly between countries and each 
country has its own historical context to frame such issues. Regardless, one universal truth 
remains: sexual offending evokes highly emotive responses both publically and politically 
worldwide and this appears especially true in the case of offences against children. For 
example, in recent years legislation enacted in several US States allowed for the execution of 
those who committed particular sexual offences against children. However, in 2008, the US 
Supreme Court found this to be unconstitutional (Death Penalty Information Centre, 2012). 
Morton (2010, p.10) refers to “knee-jerk legislation” such as Megan’s Law in the USA and 
Sarah’s Law in the UK. Megan’s Law allows the public to access information on the 
whereabouts of sex offenders and notifies communities of their presence (State of California 
Department of Justice, 2009). Sarah’s Law is a more diluted form of this whereby parents can 
apply to access information about an individual who has regular contact with their children 
(www.sarahslaw.co.uk, 2012). Both laws were established as the result of highly emotive 
public responses to the sexual assault and murder of two young girls. Sarah’s Law, in 
particular, was fuelled by a media campaign carried out by the News of The World (Griffin 
2010). Petrunik and Deutschmann (2008, p.509) refer to such legislation as being “highly 
symbolic” of the public perception of sex offenders as outcasts and folk devils.  
2.3.1 How Punitive Are The Public? 
 Certain studies which gauge levels of punitiveness by researching public views on 
sentencing of sex offenders have proven to be quite insightful when attempting to assess how 
people feel about sex crime. These studies, in combination with others which ask participants 
to rate how serious they believe particular crimes to be, can tell us which offences are 
deemed to be most deviant, which demographics are most punitive when it comes to sexual 
offences and which sex offenders incur the most punitive responses. In this way, there may 
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be some evidence as to the existence of a perceived scale of sexual deviance and insight may 
also be gained into factors which influence it.  
 Views on how States should deal with sex offenders tend to be mixed but generally 
the public tend to favour of a mixed approach consisting of incarceration and rehabilitative 
treatment, (McCorkle, 1993; Antonowicz, Furac and Valliant, 1994; Barlow and Olver, 2010; 
Morton 2010; Brown et al., 2005). Research has also uncovered the opinion that sentences for 
sex offenders are too lenient (Barlow and Olver, 2010).  
 Certain characteristics appear to influence punitive attitudes. For example, being male 
seems to predict higher levels of punitiveness generally (Blumstein and Cohen, 1980), 
parents have been found to be somewhat more punitive in the case of sex crimes (Morton, 
2010) and less supportive of the reintegration sex offenders (Brown et al., 2005), a lack of 
religion has been linked to views which are supportive of the rehabilitation of offenders, as 
has extraversion (Barlow and Olver, 2010) and (unsurprisingly) conservativism has been 
shown to indicate greater support for the death penalty in the case of sexual offences 
(McGhee, 2008). 
 There is some support for the idea that certain types of offenders are more likely to 
receive harsh treatment. Embry and Lyons (2012) found that male sex offenders in the US 
tend to receive more punitive sentences than their female counterparts, particularly in the case 
of child sexual abuse and rape. This supports the idea that when men commit sexual offences 
they are seen as bad and in control, while women are seen as mad and out of control (Peter, 
2006). Additionally, there is another interesting gendered element. McCorkle (1993) found 
that the adult rape of a woman by a man incurred a more punitive response than the 
molestation of young boys by an adult male. As will be shown, this contradicts findings 
which suggest that an offence against a child tends to be seen as more serious than that 
against an adult. It could therefore be argued that the offender-victim gender dynamic is 
significant to public perceptions of sexual deviance. Finally, Miethe and Schaffer (2011) 
found that race appears to be a factor in community notification decisions in the US, with 
black offenders being more likely to be deemed as high risk.  
 In relation to the kinds of sexual offences identified by the public to be most serious, 
contact offences against children were, with the exception of the aforementioned study by 
McCorkle (1993), universally deemed to be the most unacceptable (French and Wailes, 1982; 
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McGhee, 2008; Kutateladze and Crossman, 2009; Morton, 2010; Bratton, Gertz, Mancini and 
Mears, 2008). Morton (2010) found, in her study of UK university students and their parents, 
50% of participants supported life sentences for child sex offenders and Bratton et al. (2008) 
found that custodial sentences generated more support for child rape than other sexual 
offences. When presented with specific scenarios, many participants originally against capital 
punishment agreed that it was suitable, particularly in scenarios depicting sexual offences 
against children (Kutateladze and Crossman, 2009).  
 After contact offences against children, it would appear that contact offences against 
adults (rape in particular) have evoked the second most punitive responses. Bratton et al. 
(2008) found that imprisonment for the rape of an adult gained the support of 94% of their 
sample (just 3% less than that for the rape of a child) and other studies have shown 
participants to rate such offences as the second most serious sexual offence (Kutateladze and 
Crossman, 2009; French and Wailes, 1982). Two exceptions must also be noted: in Morton 
(2010), findings suggest that there is more support for the imprisonment of someone who 
produces child pornography than someone who commits a sexual offence against an adult 
and Brown et al. (2005) discovered that voyeurism of adults was thought by more to be “very 
serious” than was date rape. Additionally, it seems that exposure to an adult is felt to be much 
less serious than exposure to a child (Bratton et al., 2008) and has also been found to be less 
serious than possession of child pornography (Brown et al., 2005). Kutataladze and Crossman 
(2009) found that the forcible rape of a 14 year old by an 18 year old was seen to be less 
serious than adult rape and that non-consensual sodomy was less serious again. In the first 
instance perhaps the age of the offender, rather than the crime, is key. In the case of sodomy, 
this again highlights the significance of the offender-victim gender dynamic and may also 
allude to perceptions which link seriousness to outcome. For example, in the case of sodomy, 
pregnancy would not be an issue. To relate this back to Ireland, it is conceivable that the 
aforementioned gender bias in the Criminal Law (Sexual Offences) Act 2006 may have taken 
the outcome of such offences into account when deciding with whom criminal responsibility 
should lie.  
2.3.2 The Reality of Reintegration 
 The “sex-offender” label can have highly negative consequences both for offenders 
and their families (Robbers, 2009; Petrunik, 2002). It has found to be strongly associated with 
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paedophilia (Brown et al., 2005) and some even believe it to be worse than being labelled a 
murderer (Burchfield and Mingus, 2005). As such, it obviously impacts on reintegration.  
 Although recidivism rates for sex offenders tend to be low (Meloy, 2005; Harris and 
Hanson 2004; Centre for the Management of Sex Offenders, 2010), Grace and Willis (2008) 
have linked reoffending to poor reintegration. This finding is supported by evaluations of 
COSA in Canada and the UK, where participation has been found to have a positive effect on 
social reintegration and to decrease recidivism, as well as positively influencing community 
attitudes towards offenders (Picheca, Prinzo and Wilson, 2005; Bates, 2005).  
 As previously mentioned, sex offenders in Ireland are seen to be at risk of 
homelessness. This is also the case in Canada and the US as restrictive housing policies are 
imposed on offenders, affecting their access to suitable accommodation (Zevitz and Farkas, 
2000; Burchfield and Mingus, 2005). Meloy (2005) finds support for an association between 
residential instability and recidivism. Maxwell and Morris (1999) argue that community 
notification policies hinder reintegration and both these and housing restrictions are reported 
to have negative effects on employment, mental health and social inclusion (Burchfield and 
Mingus, 2005; Alvarez, Levenson and Mercado, 2008; Robbers, 2009). It should also be 
highlighted that this can vicariously restrict the social inclusion of offenders’ families (NCJA, 
1999).  
 It is well documented that when offenders are denied social capital they may find it 
difficult to break offending patterns (Winick, 1998; Edwards and Hensley, 2001; Hanson and 
Harris, 1998, 2001; Capron and McCaghy, 1994; Freeman-Longo, 1996) and Levenson and 
Cotter (2005) found that sex offenders themselves believed isolation and lack of social 
support increased their risk of reoffending.  
 Despite these facts, it seems that the public are still apprehensive about reintegrating 
sex offenders. Studies from both the US and UK suggest that the majority of people surveyed 
support community notification (Jeglic and Schiavone, 2009; Bratton et al., 2008; Morton, 
2010; Brown et al. 2005). Morton (2010) found that participants acknowledged that this 
would hinder reintegration but supported it regardless. High percentages of the public 
surveyed by Bratton et al. (2008) agreed that sex offenders should be restricted in where they 
live and those researched by Jeglic and Schiavone (2009) supported this policy even when it 
meant that the offender would therefore be unable to live with supportive family members. In 
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the UK, findings suggest that the majority of people would not find it acceptable for such 
offenders to live permanently in their community but would find it reasonable for them to be 
treated or educated there (Brown et al. 2005). In a later study by Brown et al. (2007), results 
showed that amongst a group of employers, half said that they would not hire a sex offender 
no matter what the circumstances of their crime and the majority did not believe that they had 
a responsibility towards the reintegration process. This was not the case with educational 
facilities, which showed no prejudice against admitting such offenders and believed that they 
had a role in their reintegration. Morton (2010) found that many participants agreed that 
COSA should be widely implemented but none said that they would consider volunteering. 
With regard to vigilantism, Morton (2010) found that 100% of participants could understand 
why it occurs but Jeglic and Schiavone (2009) found that the majority disagreed with it. 
While Baker, Brannon, Fortney and Levenson (2007) received reports of vigilantism from 
over half the sex offenders interviewed, Burchfield and Mingus (2005) concluded offenders’ 
fear of vigilantism to be a greater barrier to reintegration than its actual occurrence.  
2.4 Conclusion 
 The main limitation to the evidence presented on the perceived scale of sexual 
deviance and attitudes towards the reintegration process is that the majority of the empirical 
research sourced is from just three countries, namely the USA, UK and Canada, with a small 
amount also coming from New Zealand. It is therefore not to be presumed that such findings 
are generalizable to the public worldwide or, specifically, to Ireland. As stated previously, 
differing legislative measures and cultural histories undoubtedly produce a wealth of varying 
public mentalities. In the same way that sex offenders are not a homogenous group, nor so are 
the public and that must be accounted for. This point forms the basis for the first argument for 
conducting the current study. 
 Irish legislation, sentencing practices and recent policy documents allude to the fact 
that all sex offenders are not and should not be dealt with in the same way. This, along with 
international findings suggests that there is certainly a perceived scale of sexual deviance. 
Findings also suggest that certain demographics are more supportive of reintegration than 
others and certain offenders, depending on their characteristics or that of their crimes are 
more or less conducive to successful reintegration and eliciting a positive response from the 
public. However, as research on this topic has not been conducted in Ireland, there is no 
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empirical precedent and, therefore, any theories in this regard are based only on speculation. 
The report on the feasibility of COSA, as carried out by Clark (2011), suggests that this is a 
financially viable option for Ireland and that a suitable infrastructure of relevant services 
exists. The evaluative literature on these projects from other nations is also extremely 
positive. Unfortunately, it is not known whether the Irish public would show any willingness 
to participate as volunteers and this equates to a huge oversight.  
 The topical nature of the management of sex offenders in Ireland has been outlined 
but if such a feat is to be accomplished, the support of the Irish public is necessary. It is 
proposed that the current study is timely and will be effective in exploring public attitudes to 
sex crime and the reintegration process. It will do this by gauging which offenders or crimes 
receive the most and least positive reactions and questioning public levels of comfort with the 
reintegration of such offenders. It will also assess the level of involvement the public would 
consider having with sex offenders within the setting of a support circle and critically assess 
offender and victim demographics as influencing factors in this regard. The next chapter will 
describe the methodology used within the current study, outlining the approach used and the 
limitations of the research. It will also discuss relevant ethical considerations.  
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Chapter 3 
Methodology 
3.1 Introduction 
This study attempted to gain insight into attitudes towards sex crime and sex offender 
reintegration. Its aim was to develop a publically perceived scale of sexual deviance and to 
relate this to participants’ attitudes towards the reintegration of different sexual offenders. 
The following chapter will give a detailed account of the methodology and methods 
employed to do this. It will provide justification for the choices made and show the 
application of theory throughout the research process. It will begin by outlining the design 
and methods of investigation used before moving on to discuss sampling methods, ethical 
considerations and the data collection and analysis processes. To conclude, critical 
consideration of the strengths and limitations of this design will be provided.  
3.2 Research Design 
This was a cross-sectional study which took a positivist epistemological approach, 
using a survey design, that consisted of a mixture of deductive and inductive theory. While a 
deductive approach is usually most characteristic of positivist methodology, Bryman (2012) 
explains that inductive theory refers to the development of theory from research. This was 
relevant because the initial hypothesis was based on a limited body of research and it was 
always the intention of this study to develop a scale of perceived deviance from its findings. 
Using a positivist design means applying principles of natural science to social research 
(Bryman, 2012; Brewer and Miller, 2003). As explained by Benz and Newman (1998), 
positivism is characterised by objectivity and a quantitative methodology. There are many 
reasons for conducting social research in a scientific way. While it is often argued that 
qualitative methods produce richer and more insightful findings, a quantitative approach 
exposes cold, hard facts and sometimes these can be far more telling of how things actually 
are, rather than how one might say they are. Sarantakos (2005) argues that such an approach 
allows a study to be replicated and for findings to be generalised. This means that broader 
theories may be developed, which can be highly beneficial to future researchers. As this study 
was concerned with creating a publically perceived scale and testing its connection to 
reintegrative attitudes, an approach emphasising measurability and generalizability was 
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optimal. Creswell (2009) notes that quantitative approaches are most appropriate for the 
testing of theories, while Lewin and Somekh (2011) refer to the fact that quantitative data is 
measurable. Bryman (2004) also comments that it allows for a structured approach to 
research. Denscombe (2010) explains that such a design lends itself to the testing of a 
predetermined hypothesis, which was one of the aims of this study. It could also be argued 
that quantitative methods are best when attempting to reach a relatively large sample size, as 
in this case. While it must be stated that qualitative insight into the reasons behind the 
findings of this study would add greatly to this research, it was felt that, as this topic is so 
under-explored in an Irish context, the first step should be to establish the “what” before 
determining the “why”.  
Benz and Newman (1998) refer to the deductive nature of positivism, whereby it uses 
theory to develop hypotheses which it can then test. As outlined in the previous chapter, this 
study developed the hypothesis that there is likely a scale of publically perceived sexual 
deviance and that crimes against children tend to be seen as more deviant than crimes against 
adults, with non-contact sexual crimes being seen as less serious again. It also hypothesised 
that there would be harsher attitudes in relation to the reintegration of sex offenders who had 
committed crimes on the more deviant end of the scale. Since it was the aim of this study to 
test this hypothesis, a positivist epistemology was implicit. As noted, there was also an 
inductive aspect to this design. While previous research implied that a scale of perceived 
deviance existed, it had not been the main focus of the research and so, in that way, an 
inductive approach was inevitable in order to actually construct such a scale.  
3.3 Research Method 
 A survey method was used for the purpose of collecting data. This took the form of an 
online, self-completion questionnaire (See Appendix A). There are a number of advantages to 
using this kind of research instrument. It is quick, efficient and cost-effective when 
attempting to reach a relatively large and geographically dispersed sample size (Bryman, 
2012; Miller and O’Leary, 2003). Brewer and Miller (2003) point out that, as the questions 
and question order is always the same, this is favourable in terms of reliability, while 
Sarantakos (2005) emphasises the advantage of anonymity. The fact that participants can 
complete the questionnaire at their own convenience and in the privacy of their own home is 
also one of the strengths of such a method (Bryman, 2012; Sarantakos, 2005).  
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 Benfield and Szlemko (2006) also note the advantages of using online, electronic 
questionnaires, arguing that they allow for the swift collection and analysis of data. Coombes 
(2001) asserts that this method protects against human error and can alert participants if they 
accidentally skip a question. She also argues that it ensures greater clarity than if manually 
filled out with a pen.  
 This particular study dealt with issues that tend to be quite emotive for people and 
those partaking may have felt that some of their answers were potentially controversial. As 
such, the anonymity involved was essential. Brewer And Miller (2003) assert that participants 
are far more likely to be honest about their opinions, even if they feel that they do not 
conform to social norms, if there is no researcher present. By using an online, self-completion 
questionnaire, potential social desirability bias caused by the presence of an interviewer was 
likely avoided (Bryman, 2012; Sarantakos, 2005).  
The questions throughout the questionnaire were predominantly closed questions. 
However, in certain instances, the option of “other” was given and participants were asked to 
specify as to what they meant. In this way, there was some room for more open-ended 
responses. The questionnaire explored participants’ general knowledge of sexual crime in 
Ireland in relation to prevalence and legislation before asking them to answer specific 
questions about a variety of scenarios. These questions focused on whether the participants 
would identify the perpetrator in each scenario as a sex offender, what level of sentence they 
would impose and how supportive they were of reintegrative measures in each case. The 
questionnaire was based on similar studies by Kutataladze and Crossman (2009) and Brown, 
Deakin and Spencer (2005) as well as being based on the research questions at hand. Both 
studies used scenario-based questions to explore public attitudes towards sex offenders. As 
noted in the previous chapter, it seems that specific circumstances impact significantly on 
participants’ responses. It was therefore felt that presenting individual scenarios would be the 
best way to gain the greatest insight. It was believed that by basing the questionnaire on other 
successful studies, greater reliability and validity would be ensured.  
Question order, wording and clarity are all extremely important when designing a 
questionnaire (Bryman, 2012; Coombes, 2001; Sarantakos, 2005) and thus were considered 
carefully throughout this process. Trochim (2001) advises that surveys should begin with 
easy, basic questions so as to ease in participants and establish trust. For this reason, the 
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questionnaire began by gathering demographic information. Kornhauser and Sheatsley, as 
cited in McFarland (1981), put forth the argument that general questions on a topic should 
precede more specific ones as having specific questions first has more of an effect on general 
responses than general questions do on specific responses. As such, the questionnaire 
incorporated a section on general knowledge about sex crime prior to delving into specific, 
scenario-based questions. This also allowed for participants to gradually build up to 
answering potentially sensitive questions. While the nature of this survey was sensitive in 
content, the most sensitive questions were not asked until after less invasive questions had 
been put to participants. This tactic tends to be generally recommended (Bryman, 2012; 
Brewer and Miller, 2003; Sarantakos, 2005, Coombes, 2001). As advised by Commbes 
(2001) and Sarantakos (2005), clear instructions were given throughout the survey and 
leading or biasedly phrased questions were avoided. The language used was plain and basic 
so as to be as inclusive as possible and confusingly phrased questions such as those using 
double negatives were also avoided.  
3.4 Sampling 
 A convenience sampling method was used for this study. Gomm (2004) explains that 
such an approach targets people who happen to be available and in the right place at the right 
time. While this may be argued as a limitation, the way in which this particular sample was 
recruited was considered carefully. While it does not claim to be representative of the Irish 
population as a whole, efforts were made to ensure that it targeted a diverse group of the 
public. 
A major Irish website (www.boards.ie), used for forum-based discussion, acted as the 
gateway for recruiting participants. As of 2008, this website was receiving 1.7 million visitors 
each month and had 220,000 registered users (www.boards.ie, 2012). Hundreds of fora exist, 
from those dedicated to gardening and DIY, personal issues and television to those which 
debate law, philosophy and an array of other topics. As such, it is a website which attracts 
those from a broad range of socio-economic groups, education levels and ages. Benfield and 
Szlemko (2006) highlight how online sampling tends to increase sample size and is more 
convenient for participants. Gaining a large and diverse sample was particularly important to 
this study as beliefs and core values in relation to crime and punishment can vary greatly 
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depending on a variety of social and demographic factors. For these reasons, this method was 
deemed most appropriate. 
The sample was made up of 84 participants (30 females and 54 males), all of whom 
identified themselves as Irish. Of these participants, 25% were parents. The majority of 
participants (57.1%) were between the ages of 25 and 34, 21.4% were 35 to 49, 14.3% were 
18 to 24, 6% were 50-64 and just one participant was over 65.  
5.5 Data Collection Process 
The questionnaire was constructed using a website called www.surveymonkey.com. 
When conducting survey research, it is necessary to pilot a questionnaire before the main 
research takes place (May, 2011; Sapsford and Wilson, 2006).  It is explained that this allows 
the researcher to test whether questions are clear and understandable to participants, whether 
the response set covers a wide enough range and to find out how long the questionnaire takes 
to complete (Bryman, 2012, Sapsford and Wilson, 2006). This ensures greater accuracy and 
catches any bias or errors which may present. This questionnaire was piloted among a small 
group of students. As a result, it was discovered that it took approximately 25 minutes to 
complete. After receiving feedback, it was decided that certain questions (mainly among 
those which were scenario-based) would be removed as it was felt that timing was an issue. 
Out of the 10 scenario-based questions, 7 were chosen, reducing the time to approximately 15 
minutes. The pilot sample was not included in the data analysis.  
It was then necessary for the researcher to set up an account with boards.ie. After 
doing this, it was possible for the researcher to post a thread, linking boards.ie users to the 
survey. Boards.ie has a forum dedicated to research. It allows researchers to advertise their 
study, describe it and invite users to take part. Interested parties may then click on the link 
provided and commence the survey. This was a quick and easy process and ensured voluntary 
participation.  
 
5.6 Data Analysis 
 Some of the questions, for example, those relating to demographic information or 
those which asked participants to indicate their knowledge of existing legislative measures, 
21 
 
used, what Field (2009) refers to as categorical, nominal variables. These give the 
participants a range of answers to choose from and responses are coded by assigning numbers 
to distinguish between them (Field, 2009; Bryman, 2012). Other questions used a Likert 
scale. Bryman and Cramer (2009) explain that this allows participants to say whether they 
strongly agree, agree, neither agree or disagree, disagree or strongly disagree with particular 
statements. Responses of this nature are also coded numerically but this is done so in a 
particular order so as to depict degrees of intensity (Baker, 1994). Answers such as these are 
called ordinal variables (Field, 2009). Likert scale questions were used to measure the degree 
of reintegration that participants were comfortable with in a variety of scenarios. Other 
questions relating to the seriousness of particular crimes were phrased as categorical 
variables. For example, participants were asked to choose an appropriate sentence for the 
perpetrator in each scenario. These were coded as ordinal variables as sentences ranged from 
lenient to punitive. In this way, it was possible to analyse how each crime scored on a scale of 
seriousness and in relation to reintegration perspectives.  
 Data was downloaded in an SPSS file from surveymonkey.com and cleaned. Acton, 
Fullerton, Maltby and Miller (2009) explain that cleaning data involves testing for validity 
and coding errors. It was felt that, as SPSS is a widely used statistical package, its reliability 
would advantageous. Additionally, qualitative answers were analysed with the use of a text 
analysis tool on the survey website, which allowed the researcher to see common trends 
amongst answers. In this way, answers given were reviewed by the researcher and coded into 
various themes before being categorised into sections. Meanings within these sections were 
then interpreted accordingly.  
  
5.7 Ethics 
 In order to ensure a high standard of ethical consideration, the Sociological 
Association of Ireland’s (SAI) ethical guidelines were followed. These emphasise the 
importance of confidentiality and voluntary participation, sensitivity and responsibility to 
vulnerable participants, transparency of research, informed consent and respect for human 
right and dignity (SAI, 2012).  
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 As previously described, using boards.ie to direct people to the questionnaire ensured 
that only those who wished to take part in the study did so. The cover sheet at the beginning 
clearly stated that participants could cease filling out the questionnaire at any time throughout 
the process.  
 Confidentiality and anonymity were also prioritised. As a web-based survey, 
participants remained anonymous. The survey website allowed for the restriction of the 
collection of certain information, namely IP addresses. As such, anonymity was further 
secured. The fact that the sample were recruited via boards.ie meant that, if they had any 
questions for the researcher, they could send a private message from their account under a 
pseudonym and so they did not have to disclose personal email addresses. Benfield and 
Szlemko (2006) warn that both websites and computers can be subject to hacking. While it 
was impossible to minimize the risk of the website being hacked, the fact that participants did 
not have to provide any personal details in order to take part meant that this was a trivial 
concern. However, once data was transferred onto the researcher’s laptop, a number of 
measures were taken to prevent against hacking. The computer’s firewall was updated and a 
password was set up to ensure no one else could access the information.  
 Transparency and informed consent are often cited as being of major importance 
when conducting research (Hall and Hall, 2004; Kent, 2000). The first page of the survey 
explained the purpose of the study and alerted participants to the fact that some questions 
were of a sensitive nature and may potentially cause distress. Originally, it had been planned 
that a question on participants’ previous experience of sexual abuse would be asked. After 
careful consideration, it was believed that cost of asking such an intrusive question would 
outweigh the benefit of the insight it may have brought. Participants were advised not to 
continue with the survey unless they were over 18 and had fully understood all of the 
information provided. Sensitivity to those who may have been vulnerable was shown by 
providing relevant helpline numbers and inviting them to contact the researcher if they had 
any questions or concerns. It was also planned that, once submitted, a link to the findings 
would be posted on the site.  
 Finally, respect for human rights and dignity was reflected by wording questions in an 
unbiased manner. This ensured that participants felt free to express their opinions openly, 
without fear of ridicule. A message of thanks was included at the end of the survey which 
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extended appreciation to participants for putting forward valuable opinions and contributing 
to social research.  
 
5.8 Strengths and Limitations 
 It is important to critically evaluate the strengths and limitations of this particular 
study. Firstly, as a quantitative design, there is only so much it can conclude. Benz and 
Newman (1998) argue that the world cannot truly be understood in scientific terms. By using 
a mixed methodological approach, greater insight into responses could have been gained. 
However, the advantage of using a quantitative design was that a relatively large sample was 
recruited and the role of the researcher was minimised considerably (Bryman, 2012).  
 The web-based nature of the study had many positive features. As noted, anonymity 
was guaranteed and a dispersed sample was targeted. However, when using such a design, 
one cannot ever be sure that the demographic information is accurate (Benfield and Szlemko, 
2006; Coombes, 2001). Additionally, using the internet for research can often skew the 
sample, eliminating older people (as this seemed to do) or those who may not have the means 
to own a computer (Sapsford, 2006). As mentioned, a website which appeals to a diverse 
range of the population was targeted to manage this limitation and it must be reiterated that 
this study does not claim to be generalizable to the public at large.  
 The use of a self-completion questionnaire was advantageous as it was convenient to 
participants, who could do it in their own time, and it allowed for the quick and efficient 
gathering of information. It also ensured the possibility of replication. Denscombe (2010) 
points to the potentially frustrating nature of closed, pre-coded questions for participants and 
Miller and O’Leary (2003) argue that, without a researcher present, there is no one to clarify 
questions or prompt participants. This was managed by piloting the questionnaire to ensure 
that all questions were clear and understandable and by providing the category of “other” at 
times, allowing for the specification of an alternative response. It was also believed to be a 
strength that no researcher was present as this limited any potential social desirability bias 
when answering potentially controversial questions.  
 While this methodology was not without fault, it is felt that its web-based nature and 
Irish context gave it an innovative edge and allowed it to investigate an untapped field of 
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social knowledge. By doing this, it has set the stage for further research and can be replicated 
or modified as necessary in the future.  The findings and analysis of the data collected are 
presented in the next chapter.  
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Chapter 4 
Findings 
4.1 Introduction 
 As described in the previous chapter, this research was guided by the aim of 
determining public perceptions of sex crime and whether or not varying degrees of 
seriousness or deviance would be identified in relation to a variety of scenarios. Additionally, 
it sought to explore public attitudes towards the reintegration of various types of sex 
offenders, while also attempting to gain insight into public knowledge of the prevalence of 
such crime and how it is addressed in a legislative context. This chapter will present the 
research findings from the questionnaire. It will begin by outlining participants’ knowledge 
of the prevalence of sex crime and relating legislation before moving on to show which 
offenders were most and least likely to be given the “sex offender” label. Findings on public 
punitiveness and attitudes in relation to the support of reintegrative measures and general 
reintegration of sex offenders within a variety of scenarios will then be presented. Finally, the 
factors which participants identified as affecting their responses will be summarised.  
4.2 Knowledge of Legislation and Perceptions of Prevalence 
 Participants were asked to state on a Likert scale to what extent they agreed that most 
sex offenders reoffend. 61.9% stated that they agreed while a further 13.1% strongly agreed 
with this statement. Out of the 54 males who took part, 34 of them agreed with this statement 
and a further 7 strongly agreed. When combined, these figures suggest that almost 76% of 
male participants believed that most sex offenders are likely to reoffend. This is comparable 
to the female sample of 30, from which 18 agreed and 4 strongly agreed with the statement. 
When combined, the percentage of women in agreement with this statement stood at 73.3% 
(See Appendix B). As such, it could be said that male participants were more likely to believe 
that most sex offenders reoffend. 
 When asked whether or not they believed that sex crime had increased within the last 
two years, a 47.6% majority claimed that they did not know with minorities of 32.2% stating 
that they felt it had not and 20.2% believing that it had. Out of the 30 female participants, 10 
(one third) of them believed that it had increased compared to just 7 out of the 54 males.  Age 
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did not appear to affect participants’ answers, with the majority in most age ranges being 
uncertain in this regard (see table 1). 
Table 1: Age and Belief in Sex Crime Increase 
 
Sex crime increase 
Age Total 
18-24 25-34 35-49 50-64 65+ 
 Yes 3 10 2 1 1 17 
No 3 16 7 1 0 27 
Don't Know 6 22 9 3 0 40 
Total 12 48 18 5 1 84 
 
A question was then put forth which asked participants to select from a list of 
legislative measures the ones with which they were familiar. Table 2 depicts the percentages 
aware of each of the measures.  
Table 2: Public Awareness of Sex Crime Legislation 
Legislative Measures Percentage of Public 
Awareness 
Notification orders (sex offenders register) 91.7% 
Employment orders 54.8% 
Post-release supervision orders 53.6% 
Sex offender orders 19% 
 
As shown above, the majority (91.7%) of those surveyed were aware of notification orders 
and just over half (54.8% and 53.6% respectively) had knowledge of employment and post-
release supervision orders. Participants had the least awareness in relation sex offender orders 
with just 19% stating that they had heard of such measures.  
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4.3 Willingness to Apply “Sex Offender” Label 
 Seven scenarios of sex crime were described to participants. These included the rape 
of a 30 year old female by a 45 year old male (John), the statutory rape of a 16 year old male 
by his 20 year old girlfriend (Karen), the rape of a 10 year old boy by his 34 year old (male) 
school caretaker (George), a 50 year old male (Max) convicted of exposing himself to 
another man in a laneway, a 24 year old male (Bill) convicted of molesting his 12 year old 
niece, an 18 year old female (Liz) convicted of possession of child pornography and a 19 year 
old male (Karl) convicted of the statutory rape of his 15 year old girlfriend. In each scenario, 
participants were asked to say to what extent they agreed that the offender should be referred 
to as a sex offender. Table 3 shows the breakdown of answers for each offender.  
Table 3: Public’s Application of “Sex Offender” Label 
 % 
Strongly 
Disagree 
% 
Disagree 
% Neither 
Agree or 
Disagree 
% Agree % 
Strongly 
Agree 
John (Rape) 9.5 2.4 3.6 21.4 63.1 
Karen (Statutory rape) 10.7 42.9 16.7 26.2 3.6 
George (Rape of 10 year 
old boy) 
4.8 2.4 0 13.1 79.8 
Max (Indecent 
exposure) 
1.2 33.3 15.5 44 6 
Bill (Molestation of 12 
year old niece) 
2.4 2.4 0 21.4 73.8 
Liz (Possession of child 
porn) 
3.6 10.7 4.8 53.6 27.4 
Karl (Statutory rape) 13.1 33.3 16.7 31 6 
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As depicted, participants were most likely to strongly agree that George, the offender who 
raped a young boy, was most worthy of being referred to as a sex offender, followed closely 
by Bill, the offender who molested his 12 year old niece. However, if these percentages were 
to be combined with those who merely agreed, then the overall level of agreement would be 
95.2% for Bill and 92.9% for George. A similar finding exists in relation to those least likely 
to be referred to as sex offenders. While the public were most likely to strongly disagree that 
Karl should be labelled a sex offender, followed closely by Karen, the overall levels of 
disagreement in this regard (when “strongly disagree” and “disagree” percentages are 
grouped) point to Karen as being least likely to be identified as a sex offender. That is, 46.4% 
overall disagreed that Karl’s crime warranted the term, while 53.6% disagreed that Karen’s 
crime did.  
 A final finding was that absolutely no indecision existed in relation to either of the 
contact offences against children. Participants either agreed or disagreed with the label to 
some extent in both cases.  
4.4 Level of Punitiveness Towards Offenders 
Participants were given a variety of sentences to choose from for each offence. These 
ranged from a fine right the way up to more than 10 years in prison. Each custodial sentence 
was also given a counterpart which included a treatment programme in conjunction with the 
sentence. For the purpose of ranking levels of punitiveness, those which included treatment 
were deemed to be less punitive than those which did not. The option of “other (please 
specify)” was also given so as not to restrict participants to options which they may have 
deemed to be inappropriate. Table 4 portrays the percentage of the public which supported 
each sentence for the various crimes outlined, highlighting in red the most popular responses 
in each case. 
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 Table 4: Sentences Chosen by Percentage of Public for Each Offender 
 John Karen George Max Bill Liz Karl 
Fine 0 21.4 0 20.2 0 0 19 
Treatment 
Programme 
0 32.1 0 53.6 0 21.4 34.5 
Up to 1 year in 
prison with 
treatment 
2.4 9.5 1.2 20.2 1.2 21.4 15.5 
Up to 1 year in 
prison without 
treatment 
0 2.4 0 3.6 0 2.4 1.2 
Up to 5 years in 
prison with 
treatment 
21.4 8.3 8.3 1.2 21.4 32.1 10.7 
Up to 5 years in 
prison without 
treatment 
0 1.2 0 0 0 1.2 0 
Up to 10 years in 
prison with 
treatment 
41.7 4.8 22.6 0 33.3 9.5 2.4 
Up to 10 years in 
prison without 
treatment 
3.6 0  0 0 1.2 0 
More than 10 
years in prison 
with treatment 
22.6 1.2 57.1 0 36.9 3.6 1.2 
More than 10 
years in prison 
without treatment 
3.6 0 8.3 0 6.0 1.2 0 
Other 4.8 19 2.4 1.2 1.2 6 15.5 
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As can be seen, the most punitive responses were shown towards George and Bill, 
both of whom committed contact offences against children. Of those who chose the option of 
“other” for these offences, responses focused on more punitive measures. For example, the 
death penalty was suggested in both cases, with castration being offered as a sentence in 
Bill’s case.  
 The least punitive responses were shown in the cases of Karen, with Karl following 
closely. For each of these offenders, the responses in the "other” category tended to state that 
no sentence was necessary and that, due to the fact that they were in relationships, it should 
not be considered a crime. Additionally, many participants suggested that the law in such 
scenarios needed to be changed and the age of consent lowered.  
 At a general level, the sentencing options which included a treatment element 
appeared to be more popular than those which did not. This seemed to be the case across all 
seven scenarios.  
4.5 Attitudes Towards the Implementation of Circles of Support and Accountability  
Participants were asked to what degree they agreed that each offender should be 
provided with a circle of support and accountability when in the community and whether or 
not they themselves would volunteer to be part of that offender’s circle.  
John: 59.5% agreed and a further 14.3% strongly agreed that John should have a circle. 
However, on 11.9% stated that they would volunteer to be part of it.  
Karen: 44% agreed and 8.3% strongly agreed that Karen should have a circle. A cumulative 
26.2% (23.8 agree and 2.4 strongly agree) agreed to take part in Karen’s circle.  
George: 58.3% agreed and 15.5% strongly agreed on a circle for George. However, just 
7.1% agreed and 1.2% strongly agreed that they would volunteer in this case, with 41.7% 
strongly disagreeing and 40.5% disagreeing.  
Max: The majority agreed (53.6% agreed and 8.3 strongly agreed) that Max should have a 
circle, yet only 13.1% stated that they would volunteer.  
Bill: A high majority agreed (61.9% agreed and 13.1% strongly agreed) that he should be 
provided with a circle. 1.2% strongly agreed and 10.7% agreed that they would partake in 
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this, with a large percentage (29.8% strongly disagreed and 44% disagreed) stating that they 
would not volunteer.  
Liz:  60.7% agreed and 11.9% strongly agreed that a circle should be implemented for Liz. 
17.9% agreed to volunteer with no one strongly agreeing.  
Karl: The majority agreed (50% agreed and 9.5 strongly agreed) that Karl should have a 
circle. The most popular response (33.3%) in relation to volunteering for Karl’s circle fell 
within the “neither agree or disagree” category. While 21.4% agreed and 1.2% strongly 
agreed to volunteer, a higher percentage of people disagreed to partake.  
 As such, Karen was identified as the offender most likely to attract volunteers, while 
participants were least likely to volunteer in the case of George. Bill was the offender with 
the most support in relation to the provision of a circle of support and accountability, while 
Karen received the least support for being a candidate for such provisions. (See Appendix B). 
 
4.6 Attitudes Towards Reintegration 
 Participants were asked to state to what extent they agreed with the following 
statements in the case of each offender: “X should be able to work in any job that is not 
associated with vulnerable people” and “I would be comfortable with X living in my 
community”. In this way, reintegrative attitudes were measured.  
John: In relation to work, 50% agreed and 4.8% strongly agreed with the first statement for 
John. Cumulatively, 76.2% disagreed (21.4% strongly disagreed and 54.8 %disagreed) that 
they would be comfortable with John living in their community. No one strongly agreed.  
Karen: With regard to work, 47.6% agreed and 22.6% strongly agreed with the statement for 
Karen. As regards living in their community, 50% agreed and 22.6% strongly agreed that 
they would feel comfortable with this.  
George: While 20.2% disagreed and 26.2% strongly disagreed that George should be able to 
work, 39.3% agreed and 6% strongly agreed that he should. As such, cumulatively, a 
significant minority (45.3%) were supportive of George gaining employment. When it came 
to living in their community, however, 35.7% disagreed and 51.2% strongly disagreed to this.  
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Max: 52.4% agreed and 9.5% strongly agreed that Max should be able to work. While 
ultimately the majority of participants (39.3%) displayed indifference to Max living in their 
community, more agreed (31% agreed and 2.4% strongly agreed) than disagreed that they 
would be comfortable with this.  
Bill: 21.4% disagreed and 21.4% strongly disagreed that Bill should be able to access 
employment. However, 36.9% agreed and 2.4% strongly agreed that he should. As with 
George, cumulatively, a significant minority (39.3%) supported employment for Bill. 
Similarly to George, a high majority disagreed that they would be comfortable with Bill 
living in their community (40.5% disagreed and 36.9% strongly disagreed).  
Liz: The majority agreed (4.8% strongly agreed and 48.8% agreed) that Liz should be 
permitted to work. While 31% agreed and 1.2% strongly agreed that they would be 
comfortable with Liz living in their community, 29.8% disagreed and 17.9% strongly 
disagreed (cumulatively 47.6%) with this statement.  
Karl: 53.6% agreed and 21.4% strongly agreed that Karl should be able to work. The 
majority of participants agreed (53.6% agreed and 10.7% strongly agreed) that they would be 
comfortable with Karl living in their community.  
 In relation to both contact offences against children, parents were more likely to be 
strongly opposed to the offenders living in their community. As shown in Table 5, 10 out of 
the 21 parents surveyed selected the option of “strongly disagree” while only 21 out of 63 
non parents chose this answer. Similarly, as shown in table 6, slightly over half of the 
participants who identified themselves as parents strongly disagreed that they would feel 
comfortable with George living in their community, while slightly under half of the non-
parent sample stated this. 
 Overall, Karl cumulatively received the most support in relation to accessing 
employment (75% agreed overall) while George received the least (46.4% disagreed overall). 
George was also the offender people identified as being the one whom they would be least 
comfortable with living in their community (86.9% cumulatively disagreed), while Karen 
was identified as the offender participants would be most comfortable with (72.6% 
cumulatively agreed). (See Appendix B). 
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Table 5: Level of Comfort with Bill in Community (Parents verses Non-Parents) 
Count 
 
Comfortable with Bill living in community 
Total 
Strongly 
disagree Disagree 
Neither agree or 
disagree Agree 
Parent Yes 10 6 3 2 21 
No 21 28 12 2 63 
Total 31 34 15 4 84 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 6: Level of Comfort with George in Community (Parents verses Non-Parents) 
 
Count 
 
Comfortable with George living in community 
Total 
Strongly 
disagree Disagree 
Neither agree 
or disagree Agree Strongly agree 
Parent Yes 12 7 1 1 0 21 
No 31 23 4 4 1 63 
Total 43 30 5 5 1 84 
 
 
4.7 Factors Affecting Responses 
Gender 
 Two questions asked participants to state to what degree they agreed the gender of the 
offender or the gender of the victim affected their responses. In the case of offender gender, 
25% agreed and a further 6% strongly agreed that this had affected their responses. However, 
a cumulative 52.3% disagreed (8.3% strongly disagreed) that this had had any bearing on 
their answers.  
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 As for victim gender, 26.2% agreed and 1.2% strongly agreed that this had been an 
influential factor. Similarly to offender gender, a cumulative 57.1% disagreed (14.3% 
strongly) that this had affected their answers. Therefore, fewer participants felt that victim 
gender was as influential to their answers as offender gender. (See Appendix B).  
Participants were then asked an open question about other factors which they believed 
may have affected their responses. Below are the themes which emerged from the analysis of 
those answers. 
Severity of Crime 
A number of participants alluded to their perception of the seriousness of the crime as 
a significant deciding factor in relation to their responses, highlighting an implied scale of 
measurement. They did this by referring to the “severity” of the crime. 
Age and Severity 
One of the most commonly cited factors was that of age, be it the age of the victim or 
that of the offender. Many responses also mentioned that the age gap between the two parties 
had been important. This seemed to affect not only the level to which people identified the 
act as a crime but also how the offender should be treated. For example,  
“Age of victim. Age of Offender in relation to victim” 
“The age gap between the offender and the victim affected my response more than anything 
else, the less the age gap the less I thought it was a predatory crime.” 
“Age is also a factor as at 15/16 people are more mature than at 12.” 
“the older the offender, the less likely I am willing to provide treatment.. you can’t teach an 
old dog new tricks” 
“The Age of the victim impacted on my answer along with the severity of the crime in my 
opinion. I deemed the crime to be not as severe if the victim was close or almost at the age of 
consent…” 
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Age, Vulnerability and Severity 
 Responses also tended to refer to the concept of “vulnerability of the victim”. This 
was closely linked with age and appeared to determine the perceived level of severity of the 
crime. Two examples include, 
“…the severity of the crime should be judged against the vulnerability of the victim…” 
“The age of the victim which may also indicate that they are more vulnerable affected my 
choices…” 
Relationship between Parties and Severity 
 Many responses focused on the instances of statutory rape and the fact that, if the 
parties were in consensual relationships, it should be deemed as less serious. Some even went 
so far as to say it should not be viewed as a crime at all. For example, 
“Sexual relationship implies some form of consent so I judged deserves a lesser sentence. 
Rape and molestation however I feel implies force and coercion thus a much heavier 
penalty…” 
“The scenarios that involved sexual relationships are not that serious to me. Rape or 
molesting is a crime!” 
 One participant also stated that they believed such a factor affected the possibility of 
reforming the offender.  
“Description such as “sexual relationship with....” implies there was some level of consent 
(even though the victim is underage). I didn't feel as strongly that there may be difficulty with 
reform in this case….Rape in the scenario of attacking and raping a stranger on a walk home 
for example is an urge that I am not convinced can be overcome with treatment.” 
4.8 Conclusion 
 Offenders who committed contact offences against children appeared to evoke the 
most punitive responses and also the least reintegrative ones, as well as being most likely to 
be branded as sex offenders. However, they were also seen to attract the most support in 
relation to rehabilitative measures (that is, circles of support and accountability). Both 
offenders involved in the statutory rape scenarios were felt to warrant the least punitive 
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measures but also the least rehabilitative support. Participants were most supportive of the 
reintegration of these offenders and they were least likely to be identified as sex offenders.  
 The majority of participants did not report that the gender of the offender or the 
victim had affected their responses. However, factors such as age, vulnerability and the 
relationship between parties were seen to play a part in determining crime severity. The next 
chapter will discuss these findings in more detail, explore their implications and contextualise 
them within the existing literature.  
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Chapter 5 
Discussion 
5.1 Introduction 
 This study sought to explore public attitudes towards sex crime and sex offender 
reintegration with the aim of outlining a publically perceived scale of sexual deviance. It 
attempted to show how, while often discussed as a homogenous group of “others”, sex 
offenders are not actually seen as such by the public, with some offenders being perceived as 
more or less deviant than others. Additionally, it enquired about public knowledge of the 
prevalence of sex crime and legislation in this regard. This chapter will discuss what was 
found and what those findings may mean within an Irish context. It will relate current 
findings back to previously discussed literature and reflect on the implications that they may 
have for policy, practice and research.  
5.2 Public Perceptions Verses Reality of Sex Crime 
 As highlighted in chapter two, it has been found that sex offender recidivism rates 
tend to be quite low (Baumer, Hughes and O’Donnell, 2008; Friendship and Thornton, 2001). 
Interestingly, a cumulative 75% of the current sample agreed that most sex offenders 
reoffend. This points to a somewhat distorted public view of sex offenders. While this study 
did not ask participants where they get most of their information on sex crime, previous 
research has shown that the public source most of their knowledge in this regard from the 
media (Centre for Sex Offender Management, 2010; Brown, Deakin and Spencer, 2005). If 
this is the case, it certainly warrants further investigation as it may signify a number of issues. 
Firstly, a continuation of what O’Connell (1999) found over a decade ago: media bias in 
relation to the coverage of serious crimes with vulnerable victims. Further studies may be 
able to show this to be the case, particularly in relation to sex crime. Secondly, it is 
conceivable that the current government are happy to allow the public to believe that sex 
offender recidivism is a problem. In 2011, Minister Shatter referred to the electronic tagging 
of sex offenders as a “legislative priority” (The Irish Times, 4th April 2011). Such a move 
seems curious when viewed in the context of the aforementioned empirical findings. 
Therefore, questions must be raised about the function of such rhetoric. O’Donnell and 
O’Sullivan (2003) describe how the killing of journalist, Veronica Guerin, in 1996, was used 
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by political actors as a means of perpetuating public fear of crime prior to a general election, 
despite a climate of falling crime rates. They argue that Fianna Fáil capitalised on this in 
order to win public favour with their promised “zero tolerance” policy. In a time when the 
economy is failing and a relatively new government is attempting to maintain public 
confidence, such an example may shed light on why a proactive (and punitive) approach is 
being taken towards sex offenders, despite their low recidivism rates. Being seen to be doing 
something about one controversial issue may cause a distraction from bigger challenges.  
 Findings also showed that almost half of those surveyed did not know whether or not 
sex crime had increased in recent years. However, more participants believed that it had not 
than stated that it had. While recorded figures show that sex crime has decreased since 2010 
(CSO, 2012), a caveat accompanies the high rates recorded that year. It is stated that, in 2010, 
an on-going review of all sexual offences reported to the Gardaí began. As such, a number of 
offences occurred in the distant past, yet were recorded on the date that they were reclassified 
(CSO, 2012). In this way, it is difficult to interpret these statistics and it would be accurate for 
the public not to know if sex crime has increased. Encouragingly, those who believed it had 
increased were in the minority, showing that public opinion is relatively realistic in this 
regard.  
 Public knowledge of relevant legislation appeared to be somewhat weak. While 
almost all participants were aware of notification orders, only a little over half had heard of 
employment orders and post-release supervision orders, with a mere 19% stating that they 
had any knowledge of sex offender orders. There are many potential explanations for this 
apparent dearth of awareness. It could be speculated that there is under-usage of some of 
these measures within the courts. This creates a window of opportunity for future research. 
Alternatively, public education in relation to such practices is perhaps lacking. Were the 
public aware of the range of legislative measures available to respond to sex crime, it is 
conceivable that they would feel a greater sense of security and, therefore, may not be 
supportive of increasingly punitive moves.  
5.3 The Scale of Sexual Offending  
 As predicted, the current research supports the hypothesis that the public perceive 
sexual offending to be on a scale of severity. This can be seen both by how they applied the 
“sex offender” label and the varying levels of punitiveness they displayed across the seven 
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scenarios presented. When the percentages of those who agreed and strongly agreed with the 
label in each instance were combined, the ranking order stood like this: Bill, who molested 
his 12 year old niece, was deemed most worthy of the sex offender label (95.2% agreement). 
George, the school caretaker who raped a 10 year old boy, came a close second (92.9% 
agreement). John, who raped an adult female, ranked third (84.5% agreement). Liz, convicted 
of possession of child porn, was fourth (81% agreement). Max, who exposed himself to 
another man, ranked in fifth place, securing the agreement of 50% of those surveyed. Finally, 
Karl (37% agreement) and Karen (29.8% agreement), both convicted of statutory rape were 
deemed least worthy of the label. This confirms, in an Irish context, Brown et al.’s (2005) 
finding that the “sex offender” label is most strongly associated with child abusers and that 
exposure to an adult is deemed to be less serious than possession of child pornography 
(substantially less so). Despite the fact that all of the offenders involved meet the criteria for 
the sex offender register, the unwillingness to apply the “sex offender” label in certain 
scenarios is an indication of how serious the public perceive it to be.  
 In relation to how the offenders ranked in relation to incurring punitive responses, the 
ranking order was the same with the exception of one variation. George received a more 
punitive response than Bill. Therefore, these rankings are consistent with what was found by 
similar studies discussed in chapter two, which found that adult rape evoked the most 
punitive responses after contact offences against children (Kutateladze and Crossman, 2009; 
Bratton et al. 2008; French and Wailes, 1982) 
5.3.1 Gender as a Factor 
Interestingly, while willing to punish George to a greater extent than Bill, the public 
were more likely to identify Bill as a sex offender. While it is not possible to derive any 
concrete reason for this finding, it could be speculated that it lends support to the possibility 
that offender-victim gender dynamics, or, indeed, simply the gender of the victim, may affect 
how deviant the act/offender is seen to be. As such, while the crime of child rape may be 
believed to be more severe than child molestation and more deserving of harsh punishment, 
the offender who molests his niece is seen to merit the deviant label more than the offender 
who rapes a young boy. It could also be argued that the fact that Bill’s crime is also 
incestuous is further reason for him to be seen as more deviant than George. This would 
certainly be an area for further research to explore.  
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Additional support for gender being a factor, is evidenced by the fact that, while 
Karen and Karl committed the same crime, Karen was seen to be less deviant and incurred a 
less punitive response. It is unclear as to whether offender gender or victim gender is at play 
here. While the majority of participants stated that neither offender nor victim gender affected 
their answers, more support existed for offender gender as an influencing factor. As such, this 
shows consistency with Embry and Lyons (2012) discovery that male sex offenders tend to 
be dealt with more punitively than females.  
5.3.2 Age as a Factor 
 The fact that age and the age gap between victim and offender was identified as an 
influencing factor by participants is particularly notable. This seemed to be most significant 
in the case of statutory rape, with responses focusing on the idea that the closer the victim 
was to the age of consent, the less severe the crime and others stating that the age of consent 
should be lowered. This implies that there is a degree of controversy about the law, as it 
stands. Perhaps then 17, as the current age of consent, is not generally considered to be 
appropriate in the eyes of the public. Mention was also made in these scenarios of the 
relationship between the two parties and how, if it were consensual, then it should not be seen 
as a crime. However, in the eyes of the law, the victims involved were not of legal age to 
properly give their consent to the situation and so, while coercion may not have been at play, 
the victims were nonetheless seen as being taken advantage of. Perhaps this is an area that 
needs to be examined more closely. Regardless, it certainly begs the question of where the 
public are willing to draw the line in this regard. Maybe it is believed that an age of consent 
should be relative to maturity. This would mean that each case would have to be taken into 
account on its individual characteristics and would perhaps be an unrealistic way to police the 
issue.  
In addition to this, the age of the offender was cited as being of influence. While this 
study did not present scenarios with underage offenders, it is proposed that studies in the 
future should focus on this as it may have implications for policy and practice in relation to 
the measures taken to address underage sex offending and reintegration.  
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5.4 Implications for Policy and Practice 
 If implications for policy and practice are to be considered, then what must be looked 
at is how the outlined scale affects attitudes towards the reintegration and rehabilitation of 
offenders. Before discussing the findings in this regard, it is important to refer to practices 
which exist internationally and to discuss what has actually been found to be best practice by 
way of reducing recidivism.  
 McAlinden (2012) divides countries into three political economies of punishment in 
relation to the ways in which they address sexual offending. She describes exclusionary 
policies, such as shaming and housing restrictions, applied in the USA and UK as being 
representative of a “neoliberal” society. As mentioned in chapter two, these countries both 
allow public access to sex offender registries and display, what Garland (2001, p.13) refers to 
as a “populist” and “politicised” approach crime control, meaning that the interaction 
between public, media and politicians has led to public opinion having a major role in policy 
decisions. Risk-management, rather than rehabilitation tends to be the preferred route in such 
regimes. These characteristics inevitably hinder the reintegration of offenders as they are 
conducive to stigmatisation.  
 A second economy of punishment is identified by McAlinden (2012) as being 
“conservative-corporatist”. She gives the example of continental Europe as being in keeping 
with this regime, stating that these countries tend to focus on the treatment of offenders in 
psychiatric facilities, with registries either being closed or non-existent. In some countries, 
such as the Czech Republic, surgical castration is practiced in relation to sex offenders 
(Stojanovski, 2011). It is noted by some authors that in France and Belgium, in particular, 
prison sentences for sex offenders are increasing and more stringent measures have been put 
in place (Snacken, 2007; Roché, 2007).  
 Scandinavia is categorised by McAlinden (2012) as a taking a “social-democratic” 
approach to sexual offending. Policies in this region tend to be inclusionary, with a strong 
commitment to rehabilitation and reintegration, as evidenced by an extensive range of 
community and prison-based programmes. Lappi-Seppala (2007) explains that Scandinavia 
has moved away from prison as a first point of call for offenders in general and suitable 
alternatives have been developed. Seymour (2006) notes that policy-making in this region 
draws on the opinions of experts as crime is not believed to be a political issue. As such, she 
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states that this may explain their pragmatic approach to offending. However, Lappi-Seppala 
(2007) notes that sexual offending is an exception to this rule as sentences for such crimes 
have actually increased in recent years.  
 As the literature in chapter two shows, reoffending has been found to be linked to 
poor reintegration (Grace and Willis, 2008; Cotter and Levenson, 2005). Therefore, policies 
which stigmatise and restrict offenders could surely be said to do more harm than good. The 
Discussion Document on the Management of Sex Offenders (2009) concluded after a meta-
analysis of research that a combination of prison-based and community-based treatment is the 
most effective means of preventing recidivism. In this respect, it would seem that the 
inclusionary policy approach adopted by Scandinavia, with prison treatment followed by 
community programmes, is the way to go. While treatment programmes for Irish sex 
offenders are currently solely prison-based, the Inspector of Prisons has recently called for 
the implementation of continued support once offenders return to the community (RTE 
News, 3
rd
 April, 2012). This shows a decided move towards what is proven to work. 
Unfortunately, even countries which exercise best practice, custodial sentences for sex 
offenders are being increased. This seems contradictory to successful reintegration as long 
prison sentences almost certainly pose a challenge to reintegration. Findings from the current 
study show strong support for lengthy incarceration periods, particularly in the case of those 
who abuse children. Therefore, while it could be said that best practice may indeed be short 
sentences with continued community-based treatment, such an approach would be unlikely to 
gain public support. 
 It would, however, seem from the findings of this study that the Irish public have a 
strong commitment to the rehabilitative ideal, with the majority choosing treatment options to 
accompany custodial sentences in each scenario. This is in keeping with findings from 
previous international research which found that that the public usually favour a mixture of 
incarceration and treatment in the case of sex offenders (McCorkle, 1993; Antonowicz, Furac 
and Valliant, 1994; Barlow and Olver, 2010; Morton 2010; Brown et al., 2005). In the 
context of best practice, this is an encouraging finding.  
 As mentioned in chapter two, a feasibility study for the implementation of Circles of 
Support and Accountability (COSA) in Ireland found that, economically and infrastructurally, 
this was an option. It did not, however, take public opinion into account. The current findings 
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suggest that there is substantial support for such provisions, particularly in the case of those 
who commit crimes against children. Ironically, while the public deemed such offenders to be 
most worthy of COSA, they were also the offenders that people were least likely to agree to 
act as COSA volunteers for. While volunteer support in such cases was low, it is of 
significance that there was not one scenario in which no participants stated that they would 
volunteer. This suggests a certain open-mindedness to the Irish public and is in contrast to 
Morton’s (2010) finding in the UK which revealed that none of those surveyed would 
volunteer for such a project. In the context of the research from Picheca et al. (2005) and 
Bates (2005), which showed that COSA has been found to be effective at promoting social 
reintegration and reducing recidivism, this finding seems promising.  
 In relation to basic reintegrative issues such as housing and employment, findings in 
this study suggested that the public were least supportive of those who committed contact 
offences against children being able to reintegrate meaningfully and most supportive of the 
reintegration of those who committed statutory rape. Interestingly, while it is true to say that 
the majority disagreed with the employment of child sex offenders, a significant minority 
were supportive of this. As such, there is certainly scope for the introduction of more 
inclusionary employment policies for offenders in this regard. Housing sex offenders, on the 
other hand, may pose a greater challenge. The majority of the public felt uncomfortable 
sharing their community with all three offenders who committed contact offences and Liz, 
who was convicted of possession of child pornography. Majorities were especially strong in 
the case of contact offences. Unsurprisingly, parents were least comfortable sharing their 
community with child sex offenders. This may ominously point to support for housing 
restrictions on offenders and perhaps even an interest in a public sex offender register. 
However, this is an area which would need to be explored in greater detail. It does, 
unfortunately, confirm the findings by the Department of Environment, Heritage and Local 
Government (2008) which identified sex offenders as a group at risk of homelessness. As 
such, this not only poses a challenge to policy-makers but to professionals working within the 
homeless sector. If, as Meloy (2005) found, residential instability does in fact foster 
recidivism, then professionals within the sector will surely need further training in relation to 
best practice for resettlement of homeless sex offenders as it is undoubtedly an area in need 
of much attention.  
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 As discussed, this research has also shown that the Irish public are not as informed as 
perhaps they should be in relation to legislation and statistics on sexual offending. It is argued 
that the media, as the public’s main source of knowledge in this regard, has a responsibility to 
present them with this necessary information. The need for public education in this respect 
has also been echoed by organisations within the summary of views on the discussion 
document on the management of sex offenders (Department of Justice, 2009). In a Canadian 
context, Lundstrom (2002) highlights how sex offenders are provided with multi-disciplinary 
treatment programmes while in prison and records are kept of their progress. She notes that, 
in Vermont, victims are provided with updates on the progress of “their” offender. Victims 
may also make submissions to the parole board and offenders are required to pay for any 
therapy the victim may need. While this has been shown to aid the acceptance and 
reintegration of such offenders and is certainly one way of increasing public understanding of 
sex offender rehabilitation, it could also be viewed as a somewhat punitive approach. It is 
proposed that a community educational programme may in fact be a better idea. Considering 
the successful reintegration of offenders would appear to be in everyone’s best interest, such 
projects could be advertised to the public as risk-management strategies but designed to teach 
them about the reality of sexual offending and how best to respond to it.  
5.5 Implications and Recommendations for Future Research 
While the current research uncovered some notable findings, limitations did exist by 
way of sample size, demographics and methodology. It is therefore proposed that a wider 
study of Irish public attitudes be conducted in this area and perhaps a more qualitatively 
based study be done. As such, a more in-depth and generalizable analysis of attitudes could 
be conducted and greater insight might be gained.  
 Of particular note for future research, both quantitative and qualitative, are the topics 
of age and sexual offending, how the public construct the concept of consent, and gender 
dynamics as a means of determining deviance levels. Additionally, further investigation into 
community education in relation to sex crime is needed to inform best practice in this area 
and to promote successful social inclusion of sex offenders.  
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5.6 Conclusion 
 The current study has certainly made a good argument for the hypothesis that sexual 
offending is perceived to be on a scale of severity. As predicted, crimes against children have 
been deemed to be the least acceptable, with such offenders being least conducive to gaining 
public support for reintegration. In saying this, a willingness to rehabilitate and a foundation 
for the support of the employment of such offenders does exist. Additionally, support for the 
implementation of COSA has proven to be strong and this is promising, given the positive 
nature of its evaluations.  
 Public knowledge in relation to the reality and prevalence of sexual recidivism, sex 
crime statistics and legislative measures is lacking. Progress in the area of reintegration is 
dependent on an informed public, willing to engage with what works best. Community 
education is proposed to be the key to this development.  
  Finally, it could be said that Ireland is moving away from the neoliberal 
approaches of the UK and the USA. The commitment to using empirical findings and expert 
groups to inform policy and the lack of public registries and restrictive housing policies, 
shows a social-democratic side to Ireland. This approach, in conjunction with the climate of 
attitudes uncovered by the current study, may prove Ireland to be close to the cutting edge in 
relation to tackling this issue effectively. The final chapter will provide conclusions on the 
current study.  
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Chapter 6 
Conclusion 
 This dissertation strove to explore public attitudes towards sex crime and sex offender 
reintegration with the aim of identifying a publically perceived scale of sexual deviance. It 
also sought to investigate the public’s knowledge of the prevalence of sex crime and 
legislation in the area of sexual offending. This chapter will outline conclusions which may 
be drawn from the current study. 
 At the outset of this dissertation, it was noted that empirical research in relation to the 
topic in question was scarce. Previous studies had explored the effect of policy on the 
reintegration of sex offenders and had attempted to gauge levels of public support with regard 
to such policies. They had also considered how offenders themselves experience the 
reintegrative process and explored reasons for recidivism. Research which focused on 
punitive attitudes at a general level had been carried out to a degree but little attention had 
been given to deconstructing public attitudes towards sex offenders specifically and little 
relevant research in an Irish context was found to exist. As such, this study was somewhat 
novel.  
In the introduction chapter, Beckett’s (1963) concept of deviants as “outsiders” was 
put forth, followed by Spencer’s (2009) conclusion that sex offenders are “homo sacer” 
(outside the walls of citizenship) and thus, outsiders among outsiders. International findings 
had given weight to this theory and had shown evidence that, not only are sex offenders 
outcasts among outsiders but, amongst sex offenders, a publically perceived pecking order 
exists. As such, it had been shown that offenders who abused children exhibited the most 
punitive public responses and were most likely to be associated with the “sex offender” label. 
The current study addressed this hypothesis by using a web-based survey method to gain 
insight into Irish attitudes in this respect. It questioned participants’ knowledge of legal 
measures in this domain, their opinions on the prevalence of sex crime and asked them to 
respond to scenario-based questions on suitable punishments for and reintegration of the 
offenders in question.  
Findings suggested that public knowledge of sex crime was weak. They also showed 
that while sex offenders are often described as a homogenous group, the public distinguishes 
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between various types of sex offenders and various levels of sex crime. This confirmed that 
those who commit crimes against children tend to be seen as the worst kind of offenders, 
generating the most punitive responses and being most strongly associated with the “sex 
offender” label. In this way, it is to be concluded that another layer should be added to 
Spencer’s aforementioned theory: child abusers as beyond “homo sacer”. It should also be 
noted that responses were indicative of a potential gender and age bias in terms of defining 
deviance levels. 
This perceived scale of deviance was found to have implications in relation to 
reintegrative attitudes, with the least reintegrative support for those seen as most deviant. 
Notably, participants expressed a desire for rehabilitative treatment in all cases and appeared 
to be in favour of the implementation of community-based, social-inclusion programmes, 
with at least some participants agreeing to volunteer with such programmes in each scenario.  
 As the previous chapter noted, best practice tends to take the form of effective 
reintegration and community-based treatment. Therefore, these findings would suggest that 
there is certainly hope for Ireland in relation to tackling the issue of sex crime effectively. 
While public attitudes may not be exactly in line with best practice, it would seem that this 
feat is nigh. As policy approaches become increasingly founded on empiricism and expertise, 
Ireland is moving towards, what McAlinden (2012) terms, a “social-democratic” response to 
sex crime, and public attitudes do not seem too far behind in this respect. Attitudes supportive 
of community-based inclusion programmes and a commitment to the rehabilitative ideal must 
not be ignored, but nurtured through greater education. 
Now is the time to expand on research in this area. Ireland bore the brunt of the 
secrecy and scandal surrounding sexual offending and abuse for many years. It is vital that a 
lesson is learned from this and that expertise continues to go into the development policies 
that are proven to work. As such, the Irish public need to be convinced to engage with best 
practice and achieving this will not be possible without a continuation of attitudinal research 
in this domain. 
 It is hoped that this research has laid the foundations for more in-depth explorations of 
public opinion and attitudes within the realm of sexual offending. The findings presented 
throughout have not only answered pressing questions but have posed new ones and set the 
stage for more detailed examinations of sexual offending as seen by the public. In particular, 
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attention should be paid to gender and age as factors in how deviance is perceived. It is 
believed that the knowledge gained from such investigations will not only address the lacuna 
that exists in this respect but will also be of benefit by way of informing policy and practice 
in an area which can often attract reactionary legislation and highly emotive responses.  
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Appendix A: Survey 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This survey is being conducted as part of a Criminology Masters dissertation in Dublin Institute of Technology. Please 
read this page carefully before you proceed. 
 
The purpose of this questionnaire is to explore the Irish public's attitudes towards sex crime and sex offender 
reintegration.  
 
Confidentiality: 
 
The answers you provide are completely confidential and you will remain anonymous to the researcher.  
 
The data extracted from this survey will be stored on the researcher's personal computer during the analysis phase. 
This computer will be password protected at all times and the researcher will not have access to any information 
relating to your identity. 
 
Should you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact the researcher through the private messaging 
facility on boards.ie as this will further protect your anonymity. Alternatively, questions can be directed to the 
researcher's DIT email address: judy.mcavoy@student.dit.ie. 
 
Consent: 
 
Due to the sensitive nature of the survey, it is asked that only those over the age of 18 take part. 
 
As this is a study relating to the Irish public, it is also asked that only Irish citizens or those resident in Ireland take 
part.  
 
Please note that some of the issues raised by this survey may cause distress.If you are affected by any of the issues 
raised, relevant phone numbers will be provided at the end. 
 
Thank you for your interest. 
 
 
Do you understand all of the information provided and consent to the terms and 
conditions?
 
Survey information and Consent Form
*
 
Yes, I understand all of the information provided and consent to the terms and conditions
 
nmlkj
No, I do not understand all of the information provided or consent to the terms and conditions
 
nmlkj
Other 
Q.1. Which age category do you belong to?
Q.2. What is your gender?
Q.3. What is your nationality?
Q.4. Are you a parent?
Q.5. Most sex offenders reoffend.
Q.6. Do you believe that sex crime in Ireland has increased in the last 2 years?
 
*
*
*
*
*
*
18­24
 
nmlkj
25­34
 
nmlkj
35­49
 
nmlkj
50­64
 
nmlkj
65+
 
nmlkj
Female
 
nmlkj
Male
 
nmlkj
Irish
 
nmlkj
Non­Irish European
 
nmlkj
Other
 
nmlkj
Other (please specify) 
Yes
 
nmlkj
No
 
nmlkj
Strongly disagree
 
nmlkj
Disagree
 
nmlkj
Neither agree or disagree
 
nmlkj
Agree
 
nmlkj
Strongly agree
 
nmlkj
Yes
 
nmlkj
No
 
nmlkj
Don't Know
 
nmlkj
Q.7. Please indicate which of the following legislative measures you are aware of in 
relation to sex offenders:
*
 
Notification orders (Sex offenders register)
 
gfedc
Post­release supervision orders
 
gfedc
Sex offender orders
 
gfedc
Employment restrictions
 
gfedc
Please read each of the scenarios carefully and answer the questions which follow.  
 
Necessary Information: 
 
Circles of Support and Accountability is a project which asks community volunteers and professionals to work 
together and act as a support network for sex offenders within the community, holding them accountable for their 
actions while supporting them to reintegrate into society.  
Scenario 1:  
 
John is 45. He is convicted of raping a 30 year old woman as she walked home from work. 
Q.8A. John should be referred to as a sex offender.
Q.8B. Which sentence is most appropriate for John?
 
Scenario­based questions
*
*
Strongly disagree
 
nmlkj
Disagree
 
nmlkj
Neither agree or disagree
 
nmlkj
Agree
 
nmlkj
Strongly agree
 
nmlkj
A fine
 
nmlkj
A treatment programme
 
nmlkj
Up to 1 year in prison with treatment
 
nmlkj
Up to 1 year in prison without treatment
 
nmlkj
Up to 5 years in prison with treatment
 
nmlkj
Up to 5 years in prison without treatment
 
nmlkj
Up to 10 years in prison with treatment
 
nmlkj
Up to 10 years in prison without treatment
 
nmlkj
More than 10 years in prison with treatment
 
nmlkj
More that 10 years in prison without treatment
 
nmlkj
Other (please specify)
 
 
nmlkj
5
6
Other 
Q.8C. John should be provided with a circle of support and accountability when in 
the community.
Q.8D. I would volunteer to be part of John's circle of support and accountability.
Q.8E. John should be able to work in any job that is not associated with vulnerable 
people. 
Q.8F. I would be comfortable with John living in my community.
*
*
*
*
 
Strongly disagree
 
nmlkj
Disagree
 
nmlkj
Neither agree or disagree
 
nmlkj
Agree
 
nmlkj
Strongly agree
 
nmlkj
Strongly disagree
 
nmlkj
Disagree
 
nmlkj
Neither agree or disagree
 
nmlkj
Agree
 
nmlkj
Strongly agree
 
nmlkj
Strongly disagree
 
nmlkj
Disagree
 
nmlkj
Neither agree or disagree
 
nmlkj
Agree
 
nmlkj
Strongly agree
 
nmlkj
Strongly disagree
 
nmlkj
Disagree
 
nmlkj
Neither agree or disagree
 
nmlkj
Agree
 
nmlkj
Strongly agree
 
nmlkj
Scenario 2: 
 
Karen is 20. She has a sexual relationship with a 16 year old boy. Karen is convicted of statutory rape. 
Q.9A. Karen should be referred to as a sex offender.
Q.9B. Which sentence is most appropriate for Karen?
Q.9C. Karen should be provided with a circle of support and accountability when in 
the community.
 
*
*
*
Strongly disagree
 
nmlkj
Disagree
 
nmlkj
Neither agree or disagree
 
nmlkj
Agree
 
nmlkj
Strongly agree
 
nmlkj
A fine
 
nmlkj
A treatment programme
 
nmlkj
Up to 1 year in prison with treatment
 
nmlkj
Up to 1 year in prison without treatment
 
nmlkj
Up to 5 years in prison with treatment
 
nmlkj
Up to 5 years in prison without treatment
 
nmlkj
Up to 10 years in prison with treatment
 
nmlkj
Up to 10 years in prison without treatment
 
nmlkj
More than 10 years in prison with treatment
 
nmlkj
More that 10 years in prison without treatment
 
nmlkj
Other (please specify)
 
 
nmlkj
5
6
Strongly disagree
 
nmlkj
Disagree
 
nmlkj
Neither agree or disagree
 
nmlkj
Agree
 
nmlkj
Strongly agree
 
nmlkj
Other 
Q.9D. I would volunteer to be part of Karen's circle of support and accountability.
Q.9E. Karen should be able to work in any job which is not associated with 
vulnerable people.
Q.9F. I would be comfortable with Karen living in my community.
*
*
*
 
Strongly disagree
 
nmlkj
Disagree
 
nmlkj
Neither agree or disagree
 
nmlkj
Agree
 
nmlkj
Strongly agree
 
nmlkj
Strongly disagree
 
nmlkj
Disagree
 
nmlkj
Neither agree or disagree
 
nmlkj
Agree
 
nmlkj
Strongly agree
 
nmlkj
Strongly disagree
 
nmlkj
Disagree
 
nmlkj
Neither agree or disagree
 
nmlkj
Agree
 
nmlkj
Strongly agree
 
nmlkj
Scenario 3: 
 
George is 34. He is convicted of raping a 10 year old boy while working as a school caretaker.  
Q.10A. George should be referred to as a sex offender.
Q.10B. Which sentence is most appropriate for George?
Q.10C. George should be provided with a circle of support and accountability when 
in the community.
 
*
*
*
Strongly disagree
 
nmlkj
Disagree
 
nmlkj
Neither agree or disagree
 
nmlkj
Agree
 
nmlkj
Strongly agree
 
nmlkj
qA fine
 
nmlkj
A treatment programme
 
nmlkj
Up to 1 year in prison with treatment
 
nmlkj
Up to 1 year in prison without treatment
 
nmlkj
Up to 5 years in prison with treatment
 
nmlkj
Up to 5 years in prison without treatment
 
nmlkj
Up to 10 years in prison with treatment
 
nmlkj
Up to 10 years in prison without treatment
 
nmlkj
More than 10 years in prison with treatment
 
nmlkj
More that 10 years in prison without treatment
 
nmlkj
Other (please specify)
 
 
nmlkj
5
6
Strongly disagree
 
nmlkj
Disagree
 
nmlkj
Neither agree or disagree
 
nmlkj
Agree
 
nmlkj
Strongly agree
 
nmlkj
Other 
Q.10D. I would volunteer to be part of George's circle of support and accountability.
Q.10E. George should be able to work in any job that is not associated with 
vulnerable people.
Q.10F. I would be comfortable with George living in my community.
*
*
*
 
Q.10Strongly disagree
 
nmlkj
Disagree
 
nmlkj
Neither agree or disagree
 
nmlkj
Agree
 
nmlkj
Strongly agree
 
nmlkj
Strongly disagree
 
nmlkj
Disagree
 
nmlkj
Neither agree or disagree
 
nmlkj
Agree
 
nmlkj
Strongly agree
 
nmlkj
Strongly disagree
 
nmlkj
Disagree
 
nmlkj
Neither agree or disagree
 
nmlkj
Agree
 
nmlkj
Strongly agree
 
nmlkj
Scenario 4: 
 
Max is 50. He is convicted for exposing himself to another man in a lane­way in a housing estate.  
Q.11A. Max should be referred to as a sex offender.
Q.11B. Which sentence is most appropriate for Max?
Q.11C. Max should be provided with a circle of support and accountability when in 
the community.
 
*
*
*
Strongly disagree
 
nmlkj
Disagree
 
nmlkj
Neither agree or disagree
 
nmlkj
Agree
 
nmlkj
Strongly agree
 
nmlkj
A fine
 
nmlkj
A treatment programme
 
nmlkj
Up to 1 year in prison with treatment
 
nmlkj
Up to 1 year in prison without treatment
 
nmlkj
Up to 5 years in prison with treatment
 
nmlkj
Up to 5 years in prison without treatment
 
nmlkj
Up to 10 years in prison with treatment
 
nmlkj
Up to 10 years in prison without treatment
 
nmlkj
More than 10 years in prison with treatment
 
nmlkj
More that 10 years in prison without treatment
 
nmlkj
Other (please specify)
 
 
nmlkj
5
6
Strongly disagree
 
nmlkj
Disagree
 
nmlkj
Neither agree or disagree
 
nmlkj
Agree
 
nmlkj
Strongly agree
 
nmlkj
Other 
Q.11D. I would volunteer to be part of Max's circle of support and accountability.
Q.11E. Max should be able to work in any job that is not associated with vulnerable 
people.
Q.11F. I would be comfortable with Max living in my community.
*
*
*
 
Strongly disagree
 
nmlkj
Disagree
 
nmlkj
Neither agree or disagree
 
nmlkj
Agree
 
nmlkj
Strongly agree
 
nmlkj
Strongly disagree
 
nmlkj
Disagree
 
nmlkj
Neither agree or disagree
 
nmlkj
Agree
 
nmlkj
Strongly agree
 
nmlkj
Strongly disagree
 
nmlkj
Disagree
 
nmlkj
Neither agree or disagree
 
nmlkj
Agree
 
nmlkj
Strongly agree
 
nmlkj
Scenario 5: 
 
Bill is 24. He is convicted of molesting his 12 year old niece. 
Q.12A. Bill should be referred to as a sex offender.
Q.12B. Which sentence is most appropriate for Bill?
Q.12C. Bill should be provided with a circle of support and accountability when in the 
community. 
 
*
*
*
Strongly disagree
 
nmlkj
Disagree
 
nmlkj
Neither agree or disagree
 
nmlkj
Agree
 
nmlkj
Strongly agree
 
nmlkj
A fine
 
nmlkj
A treatment programme
 
nmlkj
Up to 1 year in prison with treatment
 
nmlkj
Up to 1 year in prison without treatment
 
nmlkj
Up to 5 years in prison with treatment
 
nmlkj
Up to 5 years in prison without treatment
 
nmlkj
Up to 10 years in prison with treatment
 
nmlkj
Up to 10 years in prison without treatment
 
nmlkj
More than 10 years in prison with treatment
 
nmlkj
More that 10 years in prison without treatment
 
nmlkj
Other (please specify)
 
 
nmlkj
5
6
Strongly disagree
 
nmlkj
Disagree
 
nmlkj
Neither agree or disagree
 
nmlkj
Agree
 
nmlkj
Strongly agree
 
nmlkj
Q.12D. I would volunteer to be part of Bill's circle of support and accountability.
Q.12E. Bill should be able to work in any job that is not associated with vulnerable 
people.
Q.12F. I would be comfortable with Bill living in my community.
*
*
*
 
Strongly disagree
 
nmlkj
Disagree
 
nmlkj
Neither agree or disagree
 
nmlkj
Agree
 
nmlkj
Strongly agree
 
nmlkj
Strongly disagree
 
nmlkj
Disagree
 
nmlkj
Neither agree or disagree
 
nmlkj
Agree
 
nmlkj
Strongly agree
 
nmlkj
Strongly disagree
 
nmlkj
Disagree
 
nmlkj
Neither agree or disagree
 
nmlkj
Agree
 
nmlkj
Strongly agree
 
nmlkj
Scenario 6: 
 
Liz is 18. She is convicted of possession of child pornography.  
Q.13A. Liz should be referred to as a sex offender.
Q.13B. Which sentence is most appropriate for Liz?
Q.13C. Liz should be provided with a circle of support and accountability when in the 
community.
 
*
*
*
Strongly disagree
 
nmlkj
Disagree
 
nmlkj
Neither agree or disagree
 
nmlkj
Agree
 
nmlkj
Strongly agree
 
nmlkj
A fine
 
nmlkj
A treatment programme
 
nmlkj
Up to 1 year in prison with treatment
 
nmlkj
Up to 1 year in prison without treatment
 
nmlkj
Up to 5 years in prison with treatment
 
nmlkj
Up to 5 years in prison without treatment
 
nmlkj
Up to 10 years in prison with treatment
 
nmlkj
Up to 10 years in prison without treatment
 
nmlkj
More than 10 years in prison with treatment
 
nmlkj
More that 10 years in prison without treatment
 
nmlkj
Other (please specify)
 
 
nmlkj
5
6
Strongly disagree
 
nmlkj
Disagree
 
nmlkj
Neither agree or disagree
 
nmlkj
Agree
 
nmlkj
Strongly agree
 
nmlkj
Q.13D. I would volunteer to be part of Liz's circle of support and accountability.
Q.13E. Liz should be able to work in any job that is not associated with vulnerable 
people.
Q.13F. I would be comfortable with Liz living in my community.
*
*
*
 
Strongly disagree
 
nmlkj
Disagree
 
nmlkj
Neither agree or disagree
 
nmlkj
Agree
 
nmlkj
Strongly agree
 
nmlkj
Strongly disagree
 
nmlkj
Disagree
 
nmlkj
Neither agree or disagree
 
nmlkj
Agree
 
nmlkj
Strongly agree
 
nmlkj
Strongly disagree
 
nmlkj
Disagree
 
nmlkj
Neither agree or disagree
 
nmlkj
Agree
 
nmlkj
Strongly agree
 
nmlkj
Scenario 7: 
 
Karl is 19. He has a sexual relationship with a 15 year old girl. He is convicted of statutory rape. 
Q.14A. Karl should be referred to as a sex offender.
Q.14B. Which sentence is most appropriate for Karl?
Q.14C. Karl should be provided with a circle of support and accountability when in 
the community.
 
*
*
*
Strongly disagree
 
nmlkj
Disagree
 
nmlkj
Neither agree or disagree
 
nmlkj
Agree
 
nmlkj
Strongly agree
 
nmlkj
A fine
 
nmlkj
A treatment programme
 
nmlkj
Up to 1 year in prison with treatment
 
nmlkj
Up to 1 year in prison without treatment
 
nmlkj
Up to 5 years in prison with treatment
 
nmlkj
Up to 5 years in prison without treatment
 
nmlkj
Up to 10 years in prison with treatment
 
nmlkj
Up to 10 years in prison without treatment
 
nmlkj
More than 10 years in prison with treatment
 
nmlkj
More that 10 years in prison without treatment
 
nmlkj
Other (please specify)
 
 
nmlkj
5
6
Strongly disagree
 
nmlkj
Disagree
 
nmlkj
Neither agree or disagree
 
nmlkj
Agree
 
nmlkj
Strongly agree
 
nmlkj
Q.14D. I would volunteer to be part of Karl's circle of support and accountability.
Q.14E. Karl should be able to work in any job which is not associated with vulnerable 
people.
Q.14F. I would be comfortable with Karl living in my community.
*
*
*
 
Strongly disagree
 
nmlkj
Disagree
 
nmlkj
Neither agree or disagree
 
nmlkj
Agree
 
nmlkj
Strongly agree
 
nmlkj
Strongly disagree
 
nmlkj
Disagree
 
nmlkj
Neither agree or disagree
 
nmlkj
Agree
 
nmlkj
Strongly agree
 
nmlkj
Strongly disagree
 
nmlkj
Disagree
 
nmlkj
Neither agree or disagree
 
nmlkj
Agree
 
nmlkj
Strongly agree
 
nmlkj
Q.15. The gender of the offender affected my response in certain scenarios.
Q.16. The gender of the victim affected my responses in certain scenarios.
Q.17. Please give a brief outline of any other factors which you feel may have affected 
your responses to the scenario­based questions.
 
 
*
*
5
6
 
Strongly disagree
 
nmlkj
Disagree
 
nmlkj
Neither agree or disagree
 
nmlkj
Agree
 
nmlkj
Strongly agree
 
nmlkj
Strongly disagree
 
nmlkj
Disagree
 
nmlkj
Neither agree or disagree
 
nmlkj
Agree
 
nmlkj
Strongly agree
 
nmlkj
Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey. If you have been affected by any of the issues raised, please 
make contact with any of the following services: 
 
Rape Crisis Centre: 1800 778 888 
 
CARI: 1890 92 45 67 
 
Samaritans: 1850 60 90 90 
 
One in Four: 01­6624070  
 
Crime Victims Helpline: 116 006 
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Appendix B 
 
Frequency Table 
 
 
 
Age 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 18-24 12 14.3 14.3 14.3 
25-34 48 57.1 57.1 71.4 
35-49 18 21.4 21.4 92.9 
50-64 5 6.0 6.0 98.8 
65+ 1 1.2 1.2 100.0 
Total 84 100.0 100.0  
 
 
Gender 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Female 30 35.7 35.7 35.7 
Male 54 64.3 64.3 100.0 
Total 84 100.0 100.0  
 
 
Nationality 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Irish 84 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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Parent 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Yes 21 25.0 25.0 25.0 
No 63 75.0 75.0 100.0 
Total 84 100.0 100.0  
 
 
Most reoffend 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Strongly disagree 5 6.0 6.0 6.0 
Disagree 3 3.6 3.6 9.5 
Neither agree or disagree 13 15.5 15.5 25.0 
Agree 52 61.9 61.9 86.9 
Strongly agree 11 13.1 13.1 100.0 
Total 84 100.0 100.0  
 
 
Sex crime increase 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Yes 17 20.2 20.2 20.2 
No 27 32.1 32.1 52.4 
Don't Know 40 47.6 47.6 100.0 
Total 84 100.0 100.0  
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leg. notification 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Notification orders (Sex 
offenders register) 
77 91.7 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 7 8.3   
Total 84 100.0   
 
 
leg. supervision orders 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Post-release supervision 
orders 
45 53.6 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 39 46.4   
Total 84 100.0   
 
 
leg. sexoff orders 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Sex offender orders 16 19.0 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 68 81.0   
Total 84 100.0   
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leg. employ orders 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Employment restrictions 46 54.8 100.0 100.0 
Missing System 38 45.2   
Total 84 100.0   
 
 
John s/o status 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Strongly disagree 8 9.5 9.5 9.5 
Disagree 2 2.4 2.4 11.9 
Neither agree or disagree 3 3.6 3.6 15.5 
Agree 18 21.4 21.4 36.9 
Strongly agree 53 63.1 63.1 100.0 
Total 84 100.0 100.0  
 
65 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
John sentence 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Other (please specify) 4 4.8 4.8 4.8 
Up to 1 year in prison with 
treatment 
2 2.4 2.4 7.1 
Up to 5 years in prison with 
treatment 
18 21.4 21.4 28.6 
Up to 10 years in prison with 
treatment 
35 41.7 41.7 70.2 
Up to 10 years in prison 
without treatment 
3 3.6 3.6 73.8 
More than 10 years in prison 
with treatment 
19 22.6 22.6 96.4 
More that 10 years in prison 
without treatment 
3 3.6 3.6 100.0 
Total 84 100.0 100.0  
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John circle 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Strongly disagree 5 6.0 6.0 6.0 
Disagree 8 9.5 9.5 15.5 
Neither agree or disagree 9 10.7 10.7 26.2 
Agree 50 59.5 59.5 85.7 
Strongly agree 12 14.3 14.3 100.0 
Total 84 100.0 100.0  
 
 
John would u vol 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Strongly disagree 22 26.2 26.2 26.2 
Disagree 44 52.4 52.4 78.6 
Neither agree or disagree 8 9.5 9.5 88.1 
Agree 10 11.9 11.9 100.0 
Total 84 100.0 100.0  
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John work 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Strongly disagree 5 6.0 6.0 6.0 
Disagree 16 19.0 19.0 25.0 
Neither agree or disagree 17 20.2 20.2 45.2 
Agree 42 50.0 50.0 95.2 
Strongly agree 4 4.8 4.8 100.0 
Total 84 100.0 100.0  
 
 
John living 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Strongly disagree 18 21.4 21.4 21.4 
Disagree 46 54.8 54.8 76.2 
Neither agree or disagree 13 15.5 15.5 91.7 
Agree 7 8.3 8.3 100.0 
Total 84 100.0 100.0  
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Karen s/o status 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Strongly disagree 9 10.7 10.7 10.7 
Disagree 36 42.9 42.9 53.6 
Neither agree or disagree 14 16.7 16.7 70.2 
Agree 22 26.2 26.2 96.4 
Strongly agree 3 3.6 3.6 100.0 
Total 84 100.0 100.0  
 
Karen Sentence 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Other (please specify) 16 19.0 19.0 19.0 
A fine 18 21.4 21.4 40.5 
A treatment programme 27 32.1 32.1 72.6 
Up to 1 year in prison with 
treatment 
8 9.5 9.5 82.1 
Up to 1 year in prison without 
treatment 
2 2.4 2.4 84.5 
Up to 5 years in prison with 
treatment 
7 8.3 8.3 92.9 
Up to 5 years in prison without 
treatment 
1 1.2 1.2 94.0 
Up to 10 years in prison with 
treatment 
4 4.8 4.8 98.8 
More than 10 years in prison 
with treatment 
1 1.2 1.2 100.0 
Total 84 100.0 100.0  
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Karen circle 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Strongly disagree 6 7.1 7.1 7.1 
Disagree 18 21.4 21.4 28.6 
Neither agree or disagree 16 19.0 19.0 47.6 
Agree 37 44.0 44.0 91.7 
Strongly agree 7 8.3 8.3 100.0 
Total 84 100.0 100.0  
 
 
Karen woul u vol 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Strongly disagree 8 9.5 9.5 9.5 
Disagree 28 33.3 33.3 42.9 
Neither agree or disagree 26 31.0 31.0 73.8 
Agree 20 23.8 23.8 97.6 
Strongly agree 2 2.4 2.4 100.0 
Total 84 100.0 100.0  
 
 
Karen work 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Disagree 13 15.5 15.5 15.5 
Neither agree or disagree 12 14.3 14.3 29.8 
Agree 40 47.6 47.6 77.4 
Strongly agree 19 22.6 22.6 100.0 
Total 84 100.0 100.0  
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Karen living 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Disagree 6 7.1 7.1 7.1 
Neither agree or disagree 17 20.2 20.2 27.4 
Agree 42 50.0 50.0 77.4 
Strongly agree 19 22.6 22.6 100.0 
Total 84 100.0 100.0  
 
 
George s/o status 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Strongly disagree 4 4.8 4.8 4.8 
Disagree 2 2.4 2.4 7.1 
Agree 11 13.1 13.1 20.2 
Strongly agree 67 79.8 79.8 100.0 
Total 84 100.0 100.0  
 
George Sentence 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Other (please specify) 2 2.4 2.4 2.4 
Up to 1 year in prison with 
treatment 
1 1.2 1.2 3.6 
Up to 5 years in prison with 
treatment 
7 8.3 8.3 11.9 
Up to 10 years in prison with 
treatment 
19 22.6 22.6 34.5 
More than 10 years in prison 
with treatment 
48 57.1 57.1 91.7 
More that 10 years in prison 
without treatment 
7 8.3 8.3 100.0 
Total 84 100.0 100.0  
71 
 
 
 
george circle 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Strongly disagree 12 14.3 14.3 14.3 
Disagree 3 3.6 3.6 17.9 
Neither agree or disagree 7 8.3 8.3 26.2 
Agree 49 58.3 58.3 84.5 
Strongly agree 13 15.5 15.5 100.0 
Total 84 100.0 100.0  
 
 
george would u vol 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Q.10Strongly disagree 35 41.7 41.7 41.7 
Disagree 34 40.5 40.5 82.1 
Neither agree or disagree 8 9.5 9.5 91.7 
Agree 6 7.1 7.1 98.8 
Strongly agree 1 1.2 1.2 100.0 
Total 84 100.0 100.0  
 
 
george work 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Strongly disagree 22 26.2 26.2 26.2 
Disagree 17 20.2 20.2 46.4 
Neither agree or disagree 7 8.3 8.3 54.8 
Agree 33 39.3 39.3 94.0 
Strongly agree 5 6.0 6.0 100.0 
Total 84 100.0 100.0  
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george living 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Strongly disagree 43 51.2 51.2 51.2 
Disagree 30 35.7 35.7 86.9 
Neither agree or disagree 5 6.0 6.0 92.9 
Agree 5 6.0 6.0 98.8 
Strongly agree 1 1.2 1.2 100.0 
Total 84 100.0 100.0  
 
 
Max s/o staus 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Strongly disagree 1 1.2 1.2 1.2 
Disagree 28 33.3 33.3 34.5 
Neither agree or disagree 13 15.5 15.5 50.0 
Agree 37 44.0 44.0 94.0 
Strongly agree 5 6.0 6.0 100.0 
Total 84 100.0 100.0  
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Max sentence 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Other (please specify) 1 1.2 1.2 1.2 
A fine 17 20.2 20.2 21.4 
A treatment programme 45 53.6 53.6 75.0 
Up to 1 year in prison with 
treatment 
17 20.2 20.2 95.2 
Up to 1 year in prison without 
treatment 
3 3.6 3.6 98.8 
Up to 5 years in prison with 
treatment 
1 1.2 1.2 100.0 
Total 84 100.0 100.0  
 
 
max circle 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Strongly disagree 3 3.6 3.6 3.6 
Disagree 10 11.9 11.9 15.5 
Neither agree or disagree 19 22.6 22.6 38.1 
Agree 45 53.6 53.6 91.7 
Strongly agree 7 8.3 8.3 100.0 
Total 84 100.0 100.0  
 
 
max would u vol 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Strongly disagree 7 8.3 8.3 8.3 
Disagree 44 52.4 52.4 60.7 
Neither agree or disagree 22 26.2 26.2 86.9 
Agree 11 13.1 13.1 100.0 
Total 84 100.0 100.0  
 
74 
 
 
max work 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Strongly disagree 1 1.2 1.2 1.2 
Disagree 13 15.5 15.5 16.7 
Neither agree or disagree 18 21.4 21.4 38.1 
Agree 44 52.4 52.4 90.5 
Strongly agree 8 9.5 9.5 100.0 
Total 84 100.0 100.0  
 
 
 
max living 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Strongly disagree 3 3.6 3.6 3.6 
Disagree 20 23.8 23.8 27.4 
Neither agree or disagree 33 39.3 39.3 66.7 
Agree 26 31.0 31.0 97.6 
Strongly agree 2 2.4 2.4 100.0 
Total 84 100.0 100.0  
 
 
Bill s/o status 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Strongly disagree 2 2.4 2.4 2.4 
Disagree 2 2.4 2.4 4.8 
Agree 18 21.4 21.4 26.2 
Strongly agree 62 73.8 73.8 100.0 
Total 84 100.0 100.0  
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Bill sentence 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Other (please specify) 1 1.2 1.2 1.2 
Up to 1 year in prison with 
treatment 
1 1.2 1.2 2.4 
Up to 5 years in prison with 
treatment 
18 21.4 21.4 23.8 
Up to 10 years in prison with 
treatment 
28 33.3 33.3 57.1 
More than 10 years in prison 
with treatment 
31 36.9 36.9 94.0 
More that 10 years in prison 
without treatment 
5 6.0 6.0 100.0 
Total 84 100.0 100.0  
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bill circle 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Strongly disagree 11 13.1 13.1 13.1 
Disagree 6 7.1 7.1 20.2 
Neither agree or disagree 4 4.8 4.8 25.0 
Agree 52 61.9 61.9 86.9 
Strongly agree 11 13.1 13.1 100.0 
Total 84 100.0 100.0  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Bill would you vol 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Strongly disagree 25 29.8 29.8 29.8 
Disagree 37 44.0 44.0 73.8 
Neither agree or disagree 12 14.3 14.3 88.1 
Agree 9 10.7 10.7 98.8 
Strongly agree 1 1.2 1.2 100.0 
Total 84 100.0 100.0  
77 
 
 
 
bill work 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Strongly disagree 18 21.4 21.4 21.4 
Disagree 18 21.4 21.4 42.9 
Neither agree or disagree 15 17.9 17.9 60.7 
Agree 31 36.9 36.9 97.6 
Strongly agree 2 2.4 2.4 100.0 
Total 84 100.0 100.0  
 
 
bill living 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Strongly disagree 31 36.9 36.9 36.9 
Disagree 34 40.5 40.5 77.4 
Neither agree or disagree 15 17.9 17.9 95.2 
Agree 4 4.8 4.8 100.0 
Total 84 100.0 100.0  
 
 
Liz s/o status 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Strongly disagree 3 3.6 3.6 3.6 
Disagree 9 10.7 10.7 14.3 
Neither agree or disagree 4 4.8 4.8 19.0 
Agree 45 53.6 53.6 72.6 
Strongly agree 23 27.4 27.4 100.0 
Total 84 100.0 100.0  
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liz sent 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Other (please specify) 5 6.0 6.0 6.0 
A treatment programme 18 21.4 21.4 27.4 
Up to 1 year in prison with 
treatment 
18 21.4 21.4 48.8 
Up to 1 year in prison without 
treatment 
2 2.4 2.4 51.2 
Up to 5 years in prison with 
treatment 
27 32.1 32.1 83.3 
Up to 5 years in prison without 
treatment 
1 1.2 1.2 84.5 
Up to 10 years in prison with 
treatment 
8 9.5 9.5 94.0 
Up to 10 years in prison 
without treatment 
1 1.2 1.2 95.2 
More than 10 years in prison 
with treatment 
3 3.6 3.6 98.8 
More that 10 years in prison 
without treatment 
1 1.2 1.2 100.0 
Total 84 100.0 100.0  
 
 
liz circle 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Strongly disagree 5 6.0 6.0 6.0 
Disagree 6 7.1 7.1 13.1 
Neither agree or disagree 12 14.3 14.3 27.4 
Agree 51 60.7 60.7 88.1 
Strongly agree 10 11.9 11.9 100.0 
Total 84 100.0 100.0  
 
79 
 
 
liz wou;ld u vol 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Strongly disagree 16 19.0 19.0 19.0 
Disagree 34 40.5 40.5 59.5 
Neither agree or disagree 19 22.6 22.6 82.1 
Agree 15 17.9 17.9 100.0 
Total 84 100.0 100.0  
 
 
liz work 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Strongly disagree 11 13.1 13.1 13.1 
Disagree 10 11.9 11.9 25.0 
Neither agree or disagree 18 21.4 21.4 46.4 
Agree 41 48.8 48.8 95.2 
Strongly agree 4 4.8 4.8 100.0 
Total 84 100.0 100.0  
 
 
 
 
liz living 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Strongly disagree 15 17.9 17.9 17.9 
Disagree 25 29.8 29.8 47.6 
Neither agree or disagree 17 20.2 20.2 67.9 
Agree 26 31.0 31.0 98.8 
Strongly agree 1 1.2 1.2 100.0 
Total 84 100.0 100.0  
 
80 
 
 
karl s/o status 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Strongly disagree 11 13.1 13.1 13.1 
Disagree 28 33.3 33.3 46.4 
Neither agree or disagree 14 16.7 16.7 63.1 
Agree 26 31.0 31.0 94.0 
Strongly agree 5 6.0 6.0 100.0 
Total 84 100.0 100.0  
 
     
 
 
 
 
 
 
Karl sentence 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Other (please specify) 13 15.5 15.5 15.5 
A fine 16 19.0 19.0 34.5 
A treatment programme 29 34.5 34.5 69.0 
Up to 1 year in prison with 
treatment 
13 15.5 15.5 84.5 
Up to 1 year in prison without 
treatment 
1 1.2 1.2 85.7 
Up to 5 years in prison with 
treatment 
9 10.7 10.7 96.4 
Up to 10 years in prison with 
treatment 
2 2.4 2.4 98.8 
More than 10 years in prison 
with treatment 
1 1.2 1.2 100.0 
Total 84 100.0 100.0  
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karl circle 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Strongly disagree 7 8.3 8.3 8.3 
Disagree 8 9.5 9.5 17.9 
Neither agree or disagree 19 22.6 22.6 40.5 
Agree 42 50.0 50.0 90.5 
Strongly agree 8 9.5 9.5 100.0 
Total 84 100.0 100.0  
 
 
 
 
karl would you vol 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Strongly disagree 11 13.1 13.1 13.1 
Disagree 26 31.0 31.0 44.0 
Neither agree or disagree 28 33.3 33.3 77.4 
Agree 18 21.4 21.4 98.8 
Strongly agree 1 1.2 1.2 100.0 
Total 84 100.0 100.0  
 
karl work 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Strongly disagree 2 2.4 2.4 2.4 
Disagree 6 7.1 7.1 9.5 
Neither agree or disagree 13 15.5 15.5 25.0 
Agree 45 53.6 53.6 78.6 
Strongly agree 18 21.4 21.4 100.0 
Total 84 100.0 100.0  
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karl living 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Strongly disagree 1 1.2 1.2 1.2 
Disagree 9 10.7 10.7 11.9 
Neither agree or disagree 20 23.8 23.8 35.7 
Agree 45 53.6 53.6 89.3 
Strongly agree 9 10.7 10.7 100.0 
Total 84 100.0 100.0  
 
 
 
off gend affect 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Strongly disagree 7 8.3 8.3 8.3 
Disagree 37 44.0 44.0 52.4 
Neither agree or disagree 14 16.7 16.7 69.0 
Agree 21 25.0 25.0 94.0 
Strongly agree 5 6.0 6.0 100.0 
Total 84 100.0 100.0  
 
 
vic gend affect 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Strongly disagree 12 14.3 14.3 14.3 
Disagree 36 42.9 42.9 57.1 
Neither agree or disagree 13 15.5 15.5 72.6 
Agree 22 26.2 26.2 98.8 
Strongly agree 1 1.2 1.2 100.0 
Total 84 100.0 100.0  
83 
 
 
Crosstabs 
 
 
 
Most reoffend * Gender Crosstabulation 
Count 
 
Gender 
Total Female Male 
Most reoffend Strongly disagree 4 1 5 
Disagree 1 2 3 
Neither agree or disagree 3 10 13 
Agree 18 34 52 
Strongly agree 4 7 11 
Total 30 54 84 
 
 
Sex crime increase * Gender Crosstabulation 
Count 
 
Gender 
Total Female Male 
Sex crime increase Yes 10 7 17 
No 7 20 27 
Don't Know 13 27 40 
Total 30 54 84 
 
 
Sex crime increase * Age Crosstabulation 
Count 
 
Age 
Total 18-24 25-34 35-49 50-64 65+ 
Sex crime increase Yes 3 10 2 1 1 17 
No 3 16 7 1 0 27 
Don't Know 6 22 9 3 0 40 
Total 12 48 18 5 1 84 
84 
 
 
 
Parent * george living Crosstabulation 
Count 
 
george living 
Total Strongly disagree Disagree 
Neither agree or 
disagree Agree Strongly agree 
Parent Yes 12 7 1 1 0 21 
No 31 23 4 4 1 63 
Total 43 30 5 5 1 84 
 
 
Parent * John living Crosstabulation 
Count 
 
John living 
Total Strongly disagree Disagree 
Neither agree or 
disagree Agree 
Parent Yes 6 9 1 5 21 
No 12 37 12 2 63 
Total 18 46 13 7 84 
 
 
Parent * Karen living Crosstabulation 
Count 
 
Karen living 
Total Disagree 
Neither agree or 
disagree Agree Strongly agree 
Parent Yes 2 3 9 7 21 
No 4 14 33 12 63 
Total 6 17 42 19 84 
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Parent * george living Crosstabulation 
Count 
 
george living 
Total Strongly disagree Disagree 
Neither agree or 
disagree Agree Strongly agree 
Parent Yes 12 7 1 1 0 21 
No 31 23 4 4 1 63 
Total 43 30 5 5 1 84 
 
 
Parent * max living Crosstabulation 
Count 
 
max living 
Total Strongly disagree Disagree 
Neither agree or 
disagree Agree Strongly agree 
Parent Yes 1 8 5 7 0 21 
No 2 12 28 19 2 63 
Total 3 20 33 26 2 84 
 
 
Parent * bill living Crosstabulation 
Count 
 
bill living 
Total Strongly disagree Disagree 
Neither agree or 
disagree Agree 
Parent Yes 10 6 3 2 21 
No 21 28 12 2 63 
Total 31 34 15 4 84 
 
 
 
 
86 
 
 
 
Parent * liz living Crosstabulation 
Count 
 
liz living 
Total Strongly disagree Disagree 
Neither agree or 
disagree Agree Strongly agree 
Parent Yes 3 6 3 8 1 21 
No 12 19 14 18 0 63 
Total 15 25 17 26 1 84 
 
 
Parent * karl living Crosstabulation 
Count 
 
karl living 
Total Strongly disagree Disagree 
Neither agree or 
disagree Agree Strongly agree 
Parent Yes 0 2 3 13 3 21 
No 1 7 17 32 6 63 
Total 1 9 20 45 9 84 
 
 
